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Rich and Nora AdamoI1

I1a  

 Comment noted. Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations 
with careful consideration of private lands. The impact on property rights will be carefully 
considered by Idaho Power during micro-siting. Idaho Power will negotiate with the owners of 
real property interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal 
location, they are appropriately compensated.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Rich and Nora <kitchencreek1@wildblue.net>
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 6:48 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Comments on the Boardman to Hemingway power project

To whom it may concern,

While we see the value of adding to the national power grid, we don’t see the value of siting such a project on private
property. BLM has tried to implement a private property siting policy ever since this process has begun. Idaho Power is
just following the path of least resistance, and that path is usurping private property rights along the way aided by BLM’s
policies. We don’t understand these policies, but we do understand working all our lives to attain a beautiful piece of the
American Dream just to have a private company and a government agency tear that out from under us just because they
want to save money or an imagined loss of habitat they say will cause an animal to go extinct.

Do try to understand that we are not lawyers, consultants, or politicians. We are merely citizens of the United States of
America where pursuing life, liberty, and justice used to mean something. As public servants, it is you who should be
protecting us from this travesty.

Rich & Nora Adamo
Kitchen Creek Ranch
74758 Kitchen Creek Lane
Baker City, OR 97814

I1a
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JR and Kecia AdamsI2

 I2a

 Comment noted. Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations 
with careful consideration of private lands. The impact on property rights will be carefully 
considered by Idaho Power during micro-siting. Idaho Power will negotiate with the owners of 
real property interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal 
location, they are appropriately compensated.

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 10:08 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: We are a family owned business that is going on it's 4th 

generation.  Our livelihood and the livelihood of many employees is weighted on this 
business.  We are not affected by the DEIS as we are i

JR Ke ia Adams <jnkadams@live.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103288
We are a family owned business that is going on it's 4th generation. Our livelihood and the livelihood of many
employees is weighted on this business. We are not affected by the DEIS as we are in Roseburg, OR., however, many
other's are. Families that have had ranches, etc. for several generations whose livelihood is based solely on Ranching,
grazing, crops, etc. We know personally those whose lives will be negatively affected by this. Please consider the hard
work and dedication these people put in everyday tirelessly because it is their heart, it is their life! I challenge you to put
yourselves in their position. You will be stripping them of blood, sweat and tears. You will be damaging the legacy that
they are passing down to their children and grandchildren. Enough is enough!!! Be honest about your proposal's and
figure out a way to bypass these said properties.
Thank you~!

I2a
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Bill Albright – January 19, 2014I3

300269

Page 1 of 1

 No response needed.
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Bill Albright – February 15, 2015I4

I4a

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility of BLM and other 
land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way across lands it 
administers. The most readily available information was used during development of the Draft 
EIS.

The Applicant’s 2015 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), a long-term resource planning study, 
recently reaffi rmed that the B2H Project is essential to serving future growth in customer 
demand. Previous IRPs also identifi ed the need for this transmission line project, going back 
to the 2006 IRP. The 2015 IRP indicates the need of the B2H Project remains strong. When 
fi nished, the B2H Project would help provide low-cost energy to the Applicant’s customers 
in southern Idaho and eastern Oregon. The B2H Project also will interconnect with existing 
transmission systems owned by B2H Project partners Pacifi Corp and the Bonneville Power 
Administration, allowing greater amounts of electricity to move throughout the Pacifi c 
Northwest. This helps meet a regional need and provides benefi ts to the entire area, much 
of which is served, directly or indirectly, by those two providers. In addition, the B2H Project 
allows the Applicant to serve its growing load without building carbon-emitting resource.

I4b

 Scientifi c agencies have concluded that the research is not strong enough to support the 
conclusion that EMF is the cause of any disease, including cancer. The data related to 
childhood leukemia has been characterized as limited and insuffi cient to provide a basis 
to conclude that magnetic fi elds are a cause of this disease. Scientifi c agencies have 
recommended additional research to clarify fi ndings, as well as low-cost measures to reduce 
exposure.

I4c  

 Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of private lands. The impact on property rights will be carefully considered by Idaho Power 
during micro-siting. Idaho Power will negotiate with the owners of real property interests 
to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal location, they are 
appropriately compensated.

1206 Broadway Street, Baker City, Oregon 97815 USA 
(001) 541 523 8588  (cell) 541 704 5388

williamalbright40@hotmail.com  albright.jenny@gmail.com  
 

                                                                                        March 15, 2015 

B2H Project 
P.O. Box 655 
Vale, OR  97915 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am writing to express my concerns about and opposition to the Idaho Power Co. proposal of a 540 
Kilo volt power line running from Boardman, Oregon to Hemingway, Idaho.  Specifically as this 
proposed project negatively impacts our beautiful Baker Valley and Baker County Oregon in general. 

My concerns touch on a variety of issues, beginning with the fact that no Oregonians were included in 
the decision process regarding necessity or proposed routes for such a power line. In this regard one 
must note that there is no substantial benefit to any of the affected Oregon Counties and that the “Line” 
is strictly for transporting electrical power from Oregon to Idaho. I understand that a more extensive 
power line route through Idaho was rejected by the residents of that state. 

In addition to the obvious negative impact of the steel towers and electrical power lines on our 
countryside, the potential ill effects on humans and animals of the electromagnetic field created by such 
“above ground” high voltage (540 KV) are well documented. I live within sight of the proposed 
alternative power line routes and I am extremely concerned regarding the EMF effects. Further, the 250 
miles of power lines and towers will significantly lower land values and reduce utilized farmland 
acreage. 

None of the proposed alternative routes satisfy my concerns or the misgivings of a majority of Baker 
City/County residents. 

Please oppose the Idaho Power Line project and let us not allow any further scars upon our beautiful 
valley and county. 

Very truly yours, 

Bill Albright 
Baker City Resident 

I4a

I4b

I4c
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Jennifer AlbrightI5

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Jennifer Albright <albright.jenny@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 17, 2015 7:43 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Comment
Attachments: B2k form0001.pdf; B2H comment letter0001.pdf

Attached is a comment from J M Albright, Baker City 
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Jennifer Albright (cont.)I5



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-7

Jennifer Albright (cont.)I5

I5a  Comment noted.

I5b  The National Historic Trails Section (Section 3.2.15) has been revised, along with the text 
referenced.

I5c  Comment noted. 

I5a

I5b

I5c
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Mark and Susie AlexanderI6

I6a

 Comment noted. Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations 
with careful consideration of private lands. The impact on property rights will be carefully 
considered by Idaho Power during micro-siting. Idaho Power will negotiate with the owners of 
real property interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal 
location, they are appropriately compensated.

I6b

 Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of priva te lands. The impact on property rights will be carefully considered by Idaho Power 
during micro-siting. Idaho Power will negotiate with the owners of real property interests 
to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal location, they are 
appropriately compensated.

300598

Page 1 of 2

I6a

I6b
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Mark and Susie Alexander (cont.)I6

I6c

 Noise is addressed in Section 3.2.18 of the EIS. Corona is a weak source of audible noise 
and the proposed line is designed to meet applicable noise limits. The levels of audible noise 
are further reduced with distance. In fair weather the noise may not be detectable at all 
and indoors the levels would be still lower. The Applicant will comply with established noise 
ordinances and suggested noise guidelines to reduce the potential for adverse noise impacts 
at noise-sensitive receptors. 

300598

Page 2 of 2

I6c
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Anna AllenI7

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 6:44 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: This project should not be allowed to go through privately 

owned lands.

Flag Status: Flagged

Anna allen <>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103268
This project should not be allowed to go through privately owned lands.

300470

Page 1 of 1

 No response needed.
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Brad and June AllenI8

I8a

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility of BLM and other 
land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way across lands it 
administers. 

The Applicant’s 2015 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), a long-term resource planning study, 
recently reaffi rmed that the B2H Project is essential to serving future growth in customer 
demand. Previous IRPs also identifi ed the need for this transmission line project, going back 
to the 2006 IRP. The 2015 IRP indicates the need of the B2H Project remains strong. When 
fi nished, the B2H Project would help provide low-cost energy to the Applicant’s customers 
in southern Idaho and eastern Oregon. The B2H Project also will interconnect with existing 
transmission systems owned by B2H Project partners Pacifi Corp and the Bonneville Power 
Administration, allowing greater amounts of electricity to move throughout the Pacifi c 
Northwest. This helps meet a regional need and provides benefi ts to the entire area, much 
of which is served, directly or indirectly, by those two providers. In addition, the B2H Project 
allows the Applicant to serve its growing load without building carbon-emitting resource.

I8b  

 Comment and route preference noted. Analysis has been expanded to include alternative 
route variations with careful consideration of county lands and colocation with existing facilities 
(including transportation facilities). Colocation with existing utilities is given preference where 
feasible.

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 2:33 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: To whom it may concern,  My comments regarding the 

Boardman to Hemingway project are as follows. First of all, it is not lawful to seize 
lands (either private or public) by method of

Flag Status: Flagged

Bryson Allen <brysonallen15@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103325
To whom it may concern,

My comments regarding the Boardman to Hemingway project are as follows. First of all, it is not lawful to seize lands
(either private or public) by method of eminent domain in a state where there is not clear and substantial public need.
The problem with this project is that the people of Oregon will not directly benefit from the project. There is no net
energy demand for the people of Oregon. Currently, Oregon has the capacity to produce more power for its people if
needed. But there is no need. Therefore, no need for this transmission line. Possibly a need for the people of other
states, but not the people of Oregon. Therefore it is not lawful to use eminent domain in Oregon if there is no
substantial net benefit to the people of Oregon.

I would also like to address a portion of the transmission line that is proposed to traverse through my families elk ranch
in Union County, The Elk Song Ranch. This ranch is home to one of the largest elk populations in North America.The
ranch is wild, rugged, and pristine. The ranch is home to a wide variety of species of all kinds. Some of the species
including fish and plant life are endangered. Putting a transmission line in this area of Union County would be a sin. The
environmental impacts, as well as economic impacts would be enormous.

It is in my opinion, as well as hundreds of others, that the transmission line needs to stay on existing Corredor's
wherever possible. There is substantial evidence that Idaho power did not do everything possible to keep the line on
existing Corredor's. One of them being the 230. Idaho power has picked and chosen who it wants to deal with and who it
doesn't throughout the process. I have sat in various meetings with the BLM and Idaho power. Idaho power has been
misleading on various issues. On some issues, it has downright lied.

Idaho power has tried to accommodate LaGrand's citizens as well as its representatives. In an effort to please the people
and keep them quiet as much as possible. The problem is, the citizens of LaGrande and the county commissioner do not
want the line in sight. The goal five plan however does not protect visual impact to the people of the city.

In conclusion, I do not believe the use of eminent domain should be allowable pertaining to this project. If I can be
proven otherwise, the line needs to stay on existing Corredor's wherever possible to minimize the overall environmental
and economic impacts to the people of Oregon. Visual impacts to the city do not overpower impacts to landowners
directly impacted.

I8a

I8b
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Justin AllenI9

 I9a

 Comment noted. The Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c selective 
mitigation measures designed to minimize anticipated B2H Project effects to big game and 
other wildlife, such as seasonal and spatial restrictions, creation of a Plan of Development that 
includes a Biological Resources Conservation Plan, and limiting new or improved accessibility 
to sensitive habitat.

I9b  Consideration for colocation has been incorporated in to the revised analysis of alternatives.

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 10:56 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Cowboy ridge is some of the best elk habitat known in the state 

of Oregon. Ever since the first time I saw the area, I have been in love. Of all of the 
places that I have ever been, this is the most b

Flag Status: Flagged

Justin Allen <justinallen_13@hotmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103372
Cowboy ridge is some of the best elk habitat known in the state of Oregon. Ever since the first time I saw the area, I have
been in love. Of all of the places that I have ever been, this is the most beautiful and breath taking of all. I am 25 years
old and look forward to a lifetime of family memories. I hope that I will be able to share with my kids the same love for
the outdoors and ranch as I have. I recommend placing the transmission line next to the line already in place or by
following the interstate.

I9a

I9b
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Logan AllenI10

 I10a

 Comment noted. The Applicant has committed to design features and selective mitigation 
measures to minimize potential impacts to wildlife, including preconstruction surveys for 
sensitive species, seasonal and spatial restrictions, avian-safe design, limiting new or 
improved access in sensitive habitat, and a Plan of Development that includes a Biological 
Resources Conservation Plan. Refer to Section 3.2.4.3.

I10b  Comment noted.

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 10:28 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: My family bought the elk song ranch in La Grande Oregon a little 

over a year ago and I have been going up to the ranch several times a week since then. 
The ranch is abundant with wildlife and I wish t

Flag Status: Flagged

Logan allen <logan.allen@npowdersd.org>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103370
My family bought the elk song ranch in La Grande Oregon a little over a year ago and I have been going up to the ranch
several times a week since then. The ranch is abundant with wildlife and I wish that we can preserve the beauty of the
ranch for generations to come. We have tried to keep human collision with the wildlife off the ranch. We only use motor
vehicles in the ranch when we absolutely need to. The previous owner put years of time and effort into managing the
ranch by management methods such as limited grazing and stream restoration projects. He made the ranch something
like I have never seen before. The elk song ranch is not your ordinary ranch. Wildlife on the ranch are abundant. I have
spent countless hours hiking on the ranch and I cant even imagine the damage that the powerline would have on
Wildlife. It is rare that I see less than a few hundred elk when I am up there. Other wildlife I see regularly include Wild
Turkeys, Whitetail deer, mule deer, black bears, coyotes, blue grouse, ruffed grouse, valley quail, mallard ducks,
Canadian geese, and many other species of animals. I feel that it is now my duty to preserve and enhance what he work
so hard for. I think that If you fallowed the existing 230 line through La Grande then the impacts to nature would be
extremly lower.

I10a

I10b
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Ann AllisonI11

 I11a  Comment noted. 

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Saturday, March 14, 2015 3:52 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I oppose this project.  I'm shocked to see 2/3 of the project is private 

land where you have not obtained the landowners' consent.  Eminent domain should not be 
your fallback position unless y

Ann Allison <>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103037
I oppose this project. I'm shocked to see 2/3 of the project is private land where you have not obtained the landowners'
consent. Eminent domain should not be your fallback position unless you truly have no other options, which is almost
never the case. Find another way. Be a better company and neighbor.

I11a
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Stephen AndersonI12

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2015 4:52 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I grew up playing on the Oregon Trail, and the transmission line 

shouldn't be running right in view of that section any more than is necessary....the blue route 
is obviously better for the citizen

stephen anderson <anderson.stephen49@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103010
I grew up playing on the Oregon Trail, and the transmission line shouldn't be running right in view of that section any
more than is necessary....the blue route is obviously better for the citizens that use Morgan Lake and the surrounding
area, of which I am one when I'm in the area. Please enter my objection to the red route.

300404

Page 1 of 1

 No response needed.
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Karen AndradeI13

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 7:38 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Last weekend we drove north from Bend to Hermiston, Oregon.  

Now you ask what does this have to do with the board an to Hemongway 
Transmission Project? A lot!  The landscape of rolling hills of grain

Flag Status: Flagged

Karen Andrade <>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103274
Last weekend we drove north from Bend to Hermiston, Oregon. Now you ask what does this have to do with the board
an to Hemongway Transmission Project? A lot! The landscape of rolling hills of grain has been completely destroyed by
the intruding wind mills. What an ugly sight! There has to be a better way to lay out the transmission line...a way that
won't ruin the beauty of our precious few areas that remain untouched by ugly transmission lines ro wind mills!

Please rethink this awful plan!

Karen Andrade

300467

Page 1 of 1

 No response needed.
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Chris ArvidsonI14

I14a  

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Consideration for colocation has been incorporated in to the revised analysis of 
alternatives. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 1:46 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: 4708: New Communication: Impacts across both glass hill route s in segment 2 

predominantly timbered lands results in high environment impacts. Lower impact route 
would be to follow existing 230 transmission line and or I-84.

chris arvidson <chris.arvidson@williams.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103229
Impacts across both glass hill route s in segment 2 predominantly timbered lands results in high environment impacts.
Lower impact route would be to follow existing 230 transmission line and or I 84.I14a
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Jayne BaileyI15

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 6:05 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: please Idaho power keep the power line from joing thru my famillies 

home, business and lifestyle,make a decision to protect the natural habitat and environment 
of oregon. Most of all protect my grandc

Jayne bailey <jaynebailey1957@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103106
please Idaho power keep the power line from joing thru my famillies home, business and lifestyle,make a decision to
protect the natural habitat and environment of oregon. Most of all protect my grandchildrens heritage . Keep this line
from invading their lifestyle. Protect my sons business as a horse trainer and my daughter in laws business as a
photographer . Send it across if you must but please follow the I 84 route . Thank you Jayne Bailey concerned Mother,
grandmother, frequent visitor and admiror of Oregons blue ridge mountains.

300451

Page 1 of 1

 No response needed.
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Kayla BaileyI16

 I16a  Comment noted. 

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 1:45 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: As a native Idahoan, I do not support B2H as it stands. I cannot 

comment on our need of emergency power or not, as I have no knowledge of that situation. 
What I can comment on is the route that this p

Kayla Bailey <bailek21@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102916
As a native Idahoan, I do not support B2H as it stands. I cannot comment on our need of emergency power or not, as I
have no knowledge of that situation. What I can comment on is the route that this project is taking. It is an absolute
necessity that all companies involved take each landowners rights into consideration when placing the line. People
whose homes, businesses and lives will be affected should be the number one priority in decision making. Please
understand that no amount of financial compensation will make destroying people's livelihoods right. The only option is
to carefully consider each landowner and make use of the alternative routes to best suit each families life. There are
alternatives as stated on your website, and they should be used in any case where a landowners current home, business
and life are directly affected.
I have direct knowledge of the placement of one of the monstrous transmission lines on the Bailey/Anderson ranch on
McCay Creek. This line would absolutely destroy everything that is beautiful and special about that land, their home,
their businesses, and their way of life. I am sickened by the fact that three separate companies could all agree that
destroying people's homes and lives is even an option. There are miles and miles of untouched far less used land nearby
that would be a far more suitable site for the transformer. Through the backyard of a family should not be an option.
Please, consider alternatives to make this a win win situation for everyone. I would hate to benefit from some
emergency power knowing that others had to suffer unnecessarily.

I16a
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Shana BaileyI17

 I17a  Comment noted. 

I17b

 Comments noted. Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations 
with careful consideration of private lands. The impact on property rights will be carefully 
considered by Idaho Power during micro-siting. Idaho Power will negotiate with the owners of 
real property interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal 
location, they are appropriately compensated.

I17c
 Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of county lands and colocation with existing facilities (including transportation facilities). 
Colocation with existing utilities is given preference where feasible.

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 4:51 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: We are all connected in our common will to live and 

protect that which we love.  The proposed B2H Transmission Line is planned 
to not only run through our property, put

Flag Status: Flagged

Shana Bailey <shana@baileyperformancehorses.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103267
We are all connected in our common will to live and protect that which we love.

The proposed B2H Transmission Line is planned to not only run through our property, putting portions of our home and
livelihood in their potential right of way, but crosses hundreds of miles of privately owned, highly productive farm and
range lands that this country depends on as a food source.

For us alone, living in such close proximity to this transmission line will significantly reduce the quality of life for our
young family, the way we run our two small businesses, the value of our property & ranch, the amazing wildlife here on
McKay Creek, and the gorgeous, undisturbed beauty of the pristine Blue Mountains.

Property Value

As we all know, the value of property is a based heavily on perception and of course a willing
buyer. In our case, if we were ever to choose to sell this beautiful property a potential buyer would most likely
be one who prefers a rural lifestyle, who plans to generate income from the land, is sensitive to environmental issues
and ultimately enjoys the views and rustic appeal McKay Creek has to offer.

In a sales analysis study done by Kurt Kielisch, Valuation Guidelines for Properties with Electric Transmission
Lines, it states HVTLs have significant impact on rural properties values. On a property located in Deer Creek, Wisconsin,
that had a before take value of $221,000, an additional $10,000 in home upgrades, ten months later it sold for $92,500
after a 345kV & 138kV transmission line were installed. That is a value loss of 42% in 10 months!
In that example, the transmission line was much smaller than the proposed 500kV we would be forced to house, but
using this calculation we would stand to lose approx. 50% of our estimated property value, through no fault of our own,
the housing market, or the economy. This value is an important factor, because it is doubtful we will be able to make a
living that will support our family, with the impacts of the transmission project.

Additional Value Issues

At a Umatilla County Commissioners meeting, February, 2015, we first learned of the creation of a
utility cor idor. Today, March 17, 2015, in yet another meeting with Idaho Power, the team verified
that this transmission line will indeed be the beginning of an energy corridor and will most likely house several
transmission lines. This is devastating to the overall value of the land, but more importantly to the wildlife and family
that live here; this would be a complete tragedy.

Location

I17a

I17b

I17c
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I17d

 Comments noted. Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations 
with careful consideration of private lands. The impact on property rights will be carefully 
considered by Idaho Power during micro-siting. Idaho Power will negotiate with the owners of 
real property interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal 
location, they are appropriately compensated.

I17e  See response to Comment I17d.

I17f

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Consideration for colocation has been incorporated in to the revised analysis of 
alternatives. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

I17g

 Electric and magnetic fi elds have been extensively studied as a possible risk factor for 
adverse health effects in humans. Similar to the human health studies, no mechanism 
has been demonstrated between the exposure of an animal to transmission line levels of 
electric and magnetic fi elds and a disease outcome. As discussed in the EIS, no difference 
in reproductive performance or breeding was found in animals exposed to 500-kV overhead 
transmission lines. See Section 3.2.18.2 for further detail.

The Final EIS is not intended to serve as an appraisal of the project’s impact on property 
value or business for individual parcels. Landowners whose land the project would cross 
would have an opportunity to negotiate compensation with the Applicant.

2

It is important to mention at this point, that we live in a very rural area, with no other homes or businesses located
south of us for far as you can travel. The transmission line currently sits on the southernmost part of our property and
ranch. It is located directly behind and above our home and puts our outdoor 100 foot cutting pen and portions of our
300 foot arena essential to our horse training business in their right of way. Here on McKay Creek, we run a high end
reined cow horse training facility. We have numerous clinics and lessons here each year and are quite certain that most
of our clientele travel to this rural location for the setting, as much as the actual training and guidance. These clinics and
lessons are a significant portion of our annual income and without this additional income source our overall business
health would suffer.

This is the also the home of Shana Bailey Photography, where families and newly engaged couples travel to McKay Creek
year around for exclusive photo sessions. The majority of my 2014 photo shoots were done directly under the proposed
for placement, which is some of the most beautiful scenery located in Eastern Oregon. I am proud to be able to offer this
location to my clients and it is the backbone of my success. My business works because I can do it in close proximity to
my children (not having to arrange child care, which is virtually impossible with our location), with no travel expenses
(keeping my rates competitive), and including the combination of this gorgeous privately owned land as my backdrop.
With heavy equipment, tree removal and the overall disruption to the environment, I feel very comfortable in saying my
photography business will be lost.

We can only suggest that this transmission line be placed along the existing I 84 Corridor. Idaho Power has been very
adamant with us that this will NOT happen and that there is nothing we can do to change the McKay Creek route
situation. The only action they have offered us is writing this comment and discussing with our neighbors a plan to put
the transmission line on their property. Putting us at odds with our fellow land owners and lifetime friends is not
something we will be doing for the sake of Idaho Power. We will not risk losing relationships with people we&#8217;ve
known and trusted for a lifetime, because of a transmission line neither of us proposed, want, or support on our
properties.

We have a good working relationship with the Confederated Tribes of Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR) and we
believe that with the help of the county, the leasing issues prohibiting the route from following I 84 can be resolved in
order to allow the transmission line to stay along the Interstate corridor.

Loss of Income

We ve discussed the potential loss of income from our clinics, lessons and photography sessions, teamed with
the loss in property value. But, we are very concerned about our main income source of horse training income.
Potentially we stand to lose a significant portion of our livelihood to aesthetics and more concerning the detrimental
effects of the Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMFs) and stray voltage to equine. Although, you often hear of EMFs and
stray voltage effects to cattle (which we also raise on the ranch and use daily as part of our training in the 100 foot
cutting pen located directly under the transmission route) it more adversely effects the equine population, causing
sudden collapse, sterility and possible death among horses.

We are very concerned about how our horse owners will feel regarding the presence of EMFs and stray voltage near the
horses into which they have invested large sums of money. It s possible we will lose significant clientele, and for
good reason. Horses and horse owners are very sensitive to the environment they live in and perception is everything. If
they feel their horses may be unsafe, they will not allow us to train and care for them. That is the bottom line.

Wildlife & Scenery

McKay Creek houses an extensive list of wildlife. It provides healthy habitat for thousands of head of elk, mule and
white tail deer who use this area for their winter and summer ranges, calving grounds and migrating corridors. Turkeys,
Golden and Bald Eagles and recently wolves are all part of the residents with which we share this ranch. McKay Creek is
essential for the forage, water, and cover of our wildlife habitat. This disruption will be extremely impactful to these

I17d
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I17h  See response to comment I17i.

I17i

 Discussion of Socioeconomic impacts has been updated to include more detailed analysis. 
However, the Final EIS is not intended to serve as an appraisal of the project’s impact on 
property value for individual parcels. Landowners whose land the project would cross would 
have an opportunity to negotiate compensation with the Applicant.

Scientifi c agencies have concluded that the research is not strong enough to support the 
conclusion that EMF is the cause of any disease, including cancer or miscarriage. The data 
related to childhood leukemia has been characterized as limited and insuffi cient to provide a 
basis to conclude that magnetic fi elds are a cause of this disease. Scientifi c agencies have 
recommended additional research to clarify fi ndings, as well as low-cost measures to reduce 
exposure.

3

animals. All the studies in the world cannot prepare you for the screams of a calf elk that has misplaced its mother in a
flurry of chaos or the terror of a bald eagle that has flown into one of the transmission lines.

Because we believe so deeply in preserving the pristine valley of McKay Creek, we plan any improvements we make here
on the ranch, so that it blends and compliments the scenery. Our recently built equine facility is light brown with a
slightly darker roof and a buried power source. In fact, we have buried all the power lines that would obstruct the view
of McKay Creek from either direction of our home and barn.

We love where we live . . . . Exactly the way it is.

EMFs and Family

Is it okay at this point to add how we feel about raising our children and living our lives under this monstrosity?
We ve be advised to talk about our businesses, losses, property values, animals and wildlife . . . keep it about
the numbers, back it up with maps, figures and dates.

But, for one second, just imagine being told that your childhood home, where you raise your children and where you
hope your children raise their children, will be in dangerous proximity to a large electrical power source. The tree fort
your family built over a Thanksgiving holiday will be destroyed. The swimming hole you spent your childhood in and now
your own children enjoy every day of the summer, will be surrounded by the crackling of 500kV of electrical power.

The thought of this is truly heartbreaking to our family. We believe that the DEIS has severely missed the true socio
economic impacts of the project. In fact, until we recently reached out to Idaho Power this February, they had never
spoken to us directly about the transmission lines. Never were we asked how it would impact our lives.

And here s some truth, in 1999, the National Institute of Environmental Health Science studied the health effects
of EMF exposure, they found that the most common health risk was leukemia . . . . in children.

Meet our son, Easton. He s 8. He has big brown eyes that sparkle when he talks. He runs, never walks and smiles
always. When he was placed in our arms we made a promise to give him everything this life has to offer; in return he
taught us everything about love. Easton wants to grow up to play for the Yankee , just like Babe
Ruthe.

Meet our daughter, Ali. She s 5. She has blond bouncy hair she won t co and a huge infectious laugh.
She is witty, sharp and sometimes bossy. She rides her pony, Gypsy every da and very fast. She loves
Kindergarten and wants to be a ballerina and a barrel racer when she grows up.

Argue it or don t. But, this is not a risk I m willing to take and this is not a risk I d wish on you and
your family.

We moved back to this ranch to raise our family, and we run our businesses with the one goal of supporting and raising
our family. This truly is about quality of life, not about dollar bills.

I17h

I17i



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-23

Lois BarryI18

 I18a

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility of BLM and other 
land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way across lands it 
administers. The most readily available information was used during development of the Draft 
EIS.

I18b  Comment noted.
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comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: lois barry <loisbarry31@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 12:24 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: NO ACTION on B2H Transmission Line

Bureau of Land Management                                                           19 March 2015 

PO Box 655 

Vale, OR 97918 

Re:  B2H Project 

I urge the Bureau to adopt the NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission 
Line Project. 

From studying available BLM documents, I’ve learned that this project was being considered as early as 
2002.  In a review of the documents published since then, I see no reference to the dramatic changes in 
alternative energy sources, nor have I seen anywhere a cost/benefit analysis of conservation programs versus 
construction of the transmission line.  I can’t envision a bank or investment fund in America funding this 
project.  The DEIS, 3,000 pages, is entirely “process” oriented, with minimal rationale for the proposed 
expenditure of funds and disruption of habitat, view sheds and the lives of those who live in proximity to the 
proposed transmission lines. 

Of the proposed 306 miles of line, 282 miles are in Oregon, all of this to allow “excess hydropower and wind 
energy to flow” to Idaho.  Oregon snow packs are far below normal this year; excess hydropower is dubious, 
and building hundreds of miles of transmission lines seems an extreme solution to the Oregon Legislature’s 
mistakenly generous tax subsidies for wind tower farms.    

On the other hand, in 1999 the Oregon Legislature wisely supported the formation of Energy Trust of 
Oregon.  A 3% public service charge on selected utilities’ consumer bills has supported notable   conservation 
measures and significant use of alternative energies: 

As part of its oversight of Energy Trust, the OPUC adopted performance measures against which to benchmark Energy Trust's 
performance. OPUC performance measures are typically updated annually.

Electric efficiency. Save at least 32 average megawatts, aMW, of electricity at a levelized cost of no more than 3.2 
cents per kilowatt hour in PGE territory; save at least 17.1 aMW of electricity at a levelized cost of no more than 3.7 cents 
per kilowatt hour in Pacific Power-Oregon territory.

I18a

I18b
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 Reclamation of roads is outlined in the Applicant’s Plan of Development (to be fi nalized prior 
to the Record of Decision) and associated Traffi c and Transportation Management Plan. 
These documents state that reclamation of any road used for project construction, operation, 
maintenance and decommissioning would be restored to re-project conditions. See Section 
3.2.9 for further detail. 
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Gas efficiency. Save at least 4.53 million annual therms of natural gas at a levelized cost of no more than 45.3 cents 
per therm in NW Natural-Oregon territory; and save at least 0.40 million annual therms of natural gas at a levelized cost of 
not more than 52 cents per therm in Cascade Natural Gas territory.

Renewable resource development. Report annually on project and market development assistance provided, including 
the number of projects supported, milestones met and documentation of results from a market and technology perspective. 
Obtain at least 0.7 aMW in installed generation of net-metered standard projects, including solar and small wind. For non-
solar custom projects, the three-year rolling average incentive is not to exceed $29/allocated MWh. Report sources of 
funding and the selection criteria for innovative and custom solar projects.

It was not until April, 2013 that Idaho Gov. Butch Otter announced the formation of an Energy Efficiency 
Institute.  Because Idaho has been predictably short-sighted in its support of consumption over conservation, 
there is no reason for residents of Oregon to tolerate the intrusion of 200’ transmission lines, especially when 
the power transmitted will most likely be supporting the industrial production of potatoes (which tests show 
now qualify as pesticides) and cattle (an inefficient and environmentally destructive source of protein).  By 
2020 one can hope that agriculture in Idaho may be dramatically different.  Where are Idaho’s subsidies for 
solar?  Wind energy?  Energy-efficient construction?  There is no reference to energy-conserving smart-grids or 
using locally sourced solar power distributed by micro-grids.  

Idaho Power and the BLM ares using 20th century planning and ignoring 21st century realities.

I have worked for the U.S. government, and I am well aware that if there is a planning agency, plans will be 
created.  If there is not a conservation agency, conservation will not occur.  All of the B2H documents 
emphasize planning and process.  I am also aware that by publishing maps and asking citizens to respond to the 
proposed route of the transmission lines, the BLM has adeptly focused attention on where the lines should go, 
rather than on the major question of whether they should be constructed at all. 

The 500-kilovolt B2H line has been delayed repeatedly and is now expected to be 

energized no sooner than 2018 and likely closer to 2020 or beyond. If it is delayed much 

further, Idaho Power says it will consider other options, such as new power plants, to fill 

the need. .  [n.b.  again, there is no mention of conservation.] 

Yes, I concur with Idaho Power.  They should consider other options.  The NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE is 
the only defensible choice. 

In reference to Segment 2, Blue Mountains region:  I know that many of my neighbors are responding in detail 
to the specific siting proposal of transmission lines on Glass Hill Road and close to Morgan Lake.  I concur with 
all of their comments, and would add that the Morgan Lake Road is a 17% grade dirt road, two miles long, with 
two blind curves, used by approximately 35 local families and hundreds of visitors to Morgan Lake.  Using that 
road to move heavy equipment would be disruptive and could be disastrous.  

Yours very truly,

I18b

I18c
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Lois Barry 

60688 Morgan Lake Road 

La Grande, OR 97850 
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comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: peter barry <petebarry99@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 12:09 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Transmission line--DO NOT BUILD THIS TRANSMISSION LINE.

I am opposed to the building of the line.   From the most recent research, electrical needs and technology...this line 
will soon be obsolete.    

'IF' it is built, it should follow existing right of ways and current transmission lines.  IF it is built an appropriately large
decommission fund should be established that will pay for complete decommission, removal and rehabilitation of ll 
lands and impacts. 

The line should not go anywhere Morgan Lake City Park where it can affect the view-shed nor the raptor population 
there.

The line should have all technology and add-ons to ensure no raptor electrocution, and to protect all special and 
rare habitats.   

These lines invent and then necessitate permanent clear-cuts, use of herbicides, new roads, and are a negative and 
perceptual environmental  impact.   It should not be built!  Period!   

Who pays? Who benefits?   The rate payers will pay.   The utilities will reap the benefits.   As rate payer in NE 
Oregon, in what possible way do we benefit?   None.    

DO NOT BUILD THIS TRANSMISSION LINE. 

We the rate payers and users are not asking for it and do not want to pay for it.  The environment will suffer for no 
good reason.   It is not fiscally prudent or appropriate.   

Look to the future---the near term--- local generation, efficiency, and new technolsoh=gies will change 
everything.   This is a dinosaur you are wanting to build.   

DO NOT BUILD THIS TRANSMISSION LINE. 

Peter Barry 
60688 Morgan Lake Rd. 
LaGrande, Oregon  97850 

300511
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I20a   Comment noted.
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comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 1:04 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I am writing that you might reconsider this plan of running a 

transmission line through the privately owned lands and rangelands as proposed. The people 
and lands effected with this decision cannot be

Carolyne Berg <cbmkb@msn.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102910
I am writing that you might reconsider this plan of running a transmission line through the privately owned lands and
rangelands as proposed. The people and lands effected with this decision cannot be compensated enough, based on the
loss of livelyhood and replacement of areas that we are slowly loosing to encroachment and "planned developments".
Please consider taking a different route or an alternative way to accomplish your goals, keeping the very Idahoans who
through numerous ways, support Idaho Power this great state, and themselves.

I20a
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comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 15, 2015 4:39 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: why can't major power lines be buried as they are in parts of Europe?

Why ruin a picture perfect countryside with large power lines and transformers?  My husband 
grew up in Europe and the beauty

Jessica Berg <mrs.j.berg@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103050
why can't major power lines be buried as they are in parts of Europe? Why ruin a picture perfect countryside with large
power lines and transformers? My husband grew up in Europe and the beauty was uninterrupted by power lines
because they were buried below ground. It is disheartening to see and hear of this! As a customer of Idaho Power in
the beautiful Treasure Valley I'd expect management to consider other options. There is something special about the
West and we need to all do our best to keep it that way. Please take these comments into consideration and look at all
options. Thank you!

300431
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I22a   Comment noted. 

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Linda Bergeron <lindex@pinetel.com>
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 12:21 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Baker County resident comment

I22a
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 I23a  Comment noted.I23a
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I24a

 This statement was removed as it inaccurately states the intactness of the remaining portions 
of the Oregon NHT reducing the effect of the B2H Project on the trail and trail setting. The 
Cumulative Effects section (Section 3.3) also has been expanded to include effects from 
the B2H Project in consideration with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects along the high potential historic sites and segments to facilitate a more accurate 
acknowledgment of effects on the Oregon NHT.

I24a
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 Both direct and indirect impacts (trail setting) on the Oregon NHT are described in the Final 
EIS. Additionally, a comprehensive mitigation approach was developed to reduce impacts 
on National Trails including compensatory mitigation as directed by the Department of the 
Interior’s Landscape-Scale Mitigation Strategy. As part of the mitigation of direct trail impacts, 
reclaiming or closing construction access roads are included where trail resources could be 
impacted as well as not constructing roads across trail traces.

I24c

 Both direct and indirect impacts (trail setting) on the Oregon NHT adjacent to Flagstaff Hill are 
described in the Final EIS. Additionally, a comprehensive mitigation approach was developed 
to reduce impacts on National Trails including compensatory mitigation as directed by the 
Department of the Interior’s Landscape-Scale Mitigation Strategy.

I24d

 The National Historic Trails Section (Section 3.2.15) has been updated to further describe 
potential impacts from each alternative within the vicinity of the NHOTIC facility, including 
impacts to the historic settings of the trails. Also, the socioeconomic effects analysis in Section 
3.2.17.6 has been updated to assess the socioeconomic impacts associated with outdoor 
recreation based on results from the NHST and recreation analyses.”

I24b

I24c

I24d
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I24e

 In general, burying a transmission line would have greater environmental effects (e.g., impacts 
on Greater Sage-Grouse habitat; agriculture). The BLM understands the Applicant considered 
a range of technologies for high-voltage transmission and considers the project description to 
refl ect the best available technologies. Undergrounding the transmission line was considered 
and eliminated, as explained in Section 2.5.4.1 of the Final EIS. 

I24f  
 A comprehensive mitigation approach was developed to reduce impacts on National Trails 
including compensatory mitigation as directed by the Department of the Interior’s Landscape-
Scale Mitigation Strategy.

I24e

I24f
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I25a

 Comment noted. The potential effects of the B2H Project on wildlife species, including Greater 
Sage-Grouse, big game, and other species, is analyzed for all alternative routes considered 
in Segment 3 using the best available data. In addition, the Applicant has committed to design 
features and selective mitigation measures designed to minimize anticipated potential B2H 
Project effects to Greater Sage-Grouse, big game, and other wildlife. Refer to Section 3.2.4 of 
the Final EIS. 

I25b

 The Timber Canyon Alternative was re-evaluated for the Final EIS to better identify potential 
impacts associated with this alternative. This route crosses mixed conifer forest, which is of 
particular concern for the Forest Service. The Forest Service expressed concern about loss 
of forested habitat (and associated effects on wildlife habitat and timber products). This route 
would require a forest plan amendment. In addition, this route is 19 miles longer than other 
routes in this segment. See Section 2.1.1.3 (Recommended Route-Variation Options) for 
further detail.

I25c  

 The environmental justice analysis in Section 3.2.17 has been updated to further discuss how 
transmission lines may affect underserved and at-risk populations. Once the location for the 
transmission line route is identifi ed, Idaho Power will coordinate with property owners to obtain 
rights-of-way through mutual agreements. Idaho Power will negotiate modifi cations to the line’s 
design and the location of towers and access roads and compensate land owners for any 
unavoidable damages.
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comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: bloomer <bloomer@eoni.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 10:29 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: b2h

My name is Diane Bloomer. I am a farmer and cattle rancher in Baker County, Oregon. I am commenting on
the B2H as an affected landowner on the Timber Canyon Alternative and Burnt River Mountain Alternative
Routes.
According to 2.3.3.1 Timber Canyon Alternative “The Alternative is designed to stay north, east, and south of
Greater Sage Grouse Habitat.” It appears from reviewing figure 2 16 shows the agency placed this route
outside of “ODFW Core Area Habitat Final Map 2011”. Figure 2 16 shows the agency placed this alternative
line directly through “Low Density Core” habitat. It is my concern the agency relied solely on a map showing
low density core habitat. I have been told when they developed the Core Habitat Maps there was not much
information to determine core area from low density core area. It is my opinion this alternative does not avoid
the Greater Sage Grouse Habitat because I have personally seen Greater Sage Grouse on multiple occasions
inside this proposed route. I have also observed what I believe to be evidence of their fecal matter “Cheetos
and cecal tar”. I have seen the birds in this area during various periods of their lifecycle. I question the purpose
of this route traveling through any low density core habitat if what I heard is in fact true which appears to be
based on a map that was made with very little sage grouse data other than evidence of existing leks. To
completely avoid Sage Grouse Habitat there would have to be more in depth studies performed. This route in
question would definitely affect elk, deer and antelope wintering grounds.

The Burnt River Alternative Route as likewise Timber Canyon Alternative lacks the study and data to determine
a route for the transmission line. I question if there is a real need for this proposal of Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Line.
A transmission line of this magnitude would be a economic detriment in the event it crossed high value farm
ground.
I feel the agency has not sufficiently addressed the impact of Environmental Justice to landowners on these
routes. the route from Richland over Lookout Mountain to Durkee which is a section of the Timber Canyon
Alternative specifically please refer to Small maps 68 79 and points 3 61 on these maps. It appears that the
majority of the private land owners you have listed are over the age of 62. It is my concern the agency has not
done the proper community outreach to this older generation of landowners for an adequate response to the
routes in question. Some of these owners do not hear very well and are not familiar with using computers.
With that said this proposal could have a disproportionately high injustice effect to this older generation of
landowners. Refer to landowner maps 43 61.
I do not support the transmission line crossing through Baker County.
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 I19a

 The analysis of impacts on aspen vegetation communities has been revised to be consistent 
across all alternatives using the NW Regional Gap dataset. Aspen communities have been 
identifi ed and potential effects from Project related disturbance are considered in the analysis, 
which is expanded in the Final EIS. 

I19b

 The Timber Canyon Alternative was re-evaluated for the Final EIS to better identify potential 
impacts associated with this alternative. This route crosses mixed conifer forest, which is of 
particular concern for the Forest Service. The Forest Service expressed concern about loss 
of forested habitat (and associated effects on wildlife habitat and timber products. This route 
would require a forest plan amendment. In addition, this route is 19 miles longer than other 
routes in this segment. 

I26a

I26b
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1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Kim Boddie <kcboddie@bendbroadband.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 1:02 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: B2H Draft EIS Comments rev 1-31-2015.docx
Attachments: B2H Draft EIS Comments rev 1-31-2015.docx

Attached are my comments for the Boardman to Hemingway EIS

Kim Boddie
325 SW Roosevelt Ave.
Bend, OR 97702
kcboddie@bendbroadband.com
541-389-3613
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I27 a  Comment noted. The Applicant has committed to a site-specifi c Selective Mitigation Measure 
to limit new or improved accessibility to areas previously inaccessible. 

Kim Boddie March 18, 2015
325 SW Roosevelt Ave
Bend, Oregon 97702
541 389 3613

Bureau of Land Management
Vale District Office
100 Oregon Street
Vale, OR 97918

Via email: comment@boardmantohemingway.com

RE: BOARDMAN TO HEMINGWAY DRAFT EIS COMMENTS

I have been a resident of Oregon since 1974. I have always been interested in the history of the state
from pre European settlement through the present. The Oregon Trail has been one of the most
important events to occur in the development of Oregon as well as most of the western states.

Throughout the time of the trails use, it has been paved over, plowed up and destroyed. Over the last
many years, the BLM, Park Service, Forest Service and many other government and private agencies
have been working to protect and preserve the remaining portions of the Oregon Trail from further
degradation.

The preferred alternative route for the Boardman to Hemingway power line and right of way is
scheduled to cross the remaining non destroyed portions of the Oregon Trail eleven times with its 100
foot high towers and wide right of way. The transmission line location will also run parallel to the trail
with its towers and right of way in full visibility. The proximity of the transmission line to the Oregon
Trail will also open up access for ATVs and four wheel drive vehicles which will be able to destroy and or
damage the existing ruts and swales of the trail.

Every time a piece of the Oregon Trail is damaged or destroyed it is non replaceable and we have lost an
important piece of our Nation’s history.

I am suggesting you not approve the preferred alternative route for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission line and select an alternative route that does not impact the Oregon Trail.

Thank you for considering my suggestion,

Kim Boddie

I27a
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1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2015 12:07 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I am looking forward to leaving the city in my retirement to move to my 

cabin in the Blue Mountains. To hear about a project like this that is even considering 
destroying beautiful family farms and fo

Patti Bolthouse <plbolt56@comcast.net>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102962
I am looking forward to leaving the city in my retirement to move to my cabin in the Blue Mountains. To hear about a
project like this that is even considering destroying beautiful family farms and forest land with no regard to the fact that
once it's done it's natural beauty gas been defiled there is no going back the damage is done and done forever. I am
asking Idaho Power to rework their plans to limit the destruction of places people call home and make a living.

300392

Page 1 of 1

 No response needed.
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1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 9:37 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Dear Idaho Power Company and Planners of B2H,  As you are 

hardworking Americans, I cannot believe that you would endorse this project to overtake 
people's homes and land. I would

Sarah Brandt <sarahbrandt@yahoo.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102955
Dear Idaho Power Company and Planners of B2H,

As you are hardworking Americans, I cannot believe that you would endorse this project to overtake people's homes and
land. I would hope that you hold the value of families memories over money and conveniences. Does this plan really
have to go through like this? I bet not. I'm sure that there is a different path you can take without affecting families and
their homes. Honestly, we all work hard to get to where these families are. People bust their butts to have land and a
home to share with their families and generations to come. I think you would understand this too, as you probably work
to provide a home and memories for your own families. There must be another way for everybody to be happy.
Sometimes you have to make a path where there is no path, but that path does not include destroying innocent people's
land and homes.

Thank you,
Sarah Brandt.

300385

Page 1 of 1

 No response needed.
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 I30a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 9:43 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I do not believe that this high voltage line should be run through private 

property. Idaho power may be offering monetary compensation to families, however 
sometimes a way of life is more important th

Shelley Bresnen <instabee@netscape.net>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102956
I do not believe that this high voltage line should be run through private property. Idaho power may be offering
monetary compensation to families, however sometimes a way of life is more important than money. Please try to
reroute through public lands or BLM land.

I30a
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1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Tim  Brewer <timbrewer2@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 7:48 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Comments on the DEIS
Attachments: T&P Brewer B2H Comments 20150223.doc

Hello,

Attached are our comments after review of the DEIS for the B2H project.

Thank you,

Tim & Pat Brewer
4130 Bristol St
Boise, ID 83704 3319
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I31a

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project, Chapter 3 
has been expanded to provide more description of the methods used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach) and to provide more information 
about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on resources 
along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-scale maps is 
provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on the resources 
along all of the alternative routes.

1

Comments about the Boardman to Hemmingway Transmission Line 
Submitted by Timothy and Patricia Brewer 
4130 Bristol St 
Boise, ID  83704 
March 2015 

These comments relate primarily to the Timber Canyon Alternative.  We also include comments 
relating to the alternatives for the Baker Valley area.   

Some of these comments were submitted in 2012.  At the public meeting in Baker City on 8 
January 2015, the agency staffers told us to resubmit our previous comments along with any new 
comments we have after reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).  
Accordingly, the following summarizes our thoughts, concerns, and questions relating to the 
proposed project. 

We submit these comments as affected property owners.  Our property is in the SW 1/4 of the 
SW 1/4 of Section 33, T 7 S, R 44 EWM (Brewer 07S44E3300400) as shown on Landowner Map 
number 65 (B2H 201207_Aerial_11x17_65of94.pdf).   

The various aspects of large projects can sometimes be grouped into a few broad categories.  We 
will use the following categories to help organize and present our thoughts: 

o DEIS General 

o Planning Process 

o Utility Corridor 

o Environmental 

o Economic 

o Social

o Mitigation

DEIS General Comments 

Background: 

We found several of the tables in Chapter 3 to be very confusing.  We cannot understand what 
information they are attempting to convey.  We asked about the tables at the public meeting in 
Baker City on 8 January 2015 and the BLM staff could not explain them.  In fact, BLM staff said 
they cannot even understand the tables.  The first one we saw with the confusing format is Table 
3-12.

The table starts with the Proposed Action identified in the first column labeled Route Name.  
Then, there is a section showing Comparison of Proposed Action and Alternatives.   

The Proposed Action in Union County shows               861.6 ac of disturbance.   

I31a
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I31b

 Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of county lands and colocation with existing facilities (including transportation facilities). 
In addition the Final EIS has been revised to include more information regarding land use 
regulations, existing land use and use of designated corridors. Refer to Section 2.1.1.3 
(Recommended Route-Variation Options) and Section 3.2.6 for further detail.

2

The Proposed Action in Baker County shows             1,483.4 ac of disturbance.   

This would total up to Union /Baker disturbance of    2,345.0 ac. 

The Timber Canyon in Union /Baker disturbance is   1,370.8 ac in the table. 

The Proposed Action compared to Timber Canyon is 1,033.9 ac in the table. 

The Proposed Action minus Timber Canyon (our arithmetic) is 974.2 ac. 

What does the table's comparison value of 1,033.9 represent?  In this table and all of the other 
tables using this format, we cannot figure out what the data represents.  The numbers do not add 
up and the text does not seem to explain either.  In all of the cases we looked at, the numbers are 
all positive.  It seems to us that some of them, somewhere, should have been negative. 

Based upon the fact that we cannot understand any of the comparison data presented in these 
tables, we must conclude that the comparison data presented does not justify any conclusions.  
When we include the fact that BLM staff admitted that they cannot understand the data either, we 
must question the validity of any conclusions and decisions based upon this comparison data. 

The methodology used to prepare Table 3-70 and the information presented in the table as 
explained by BLM staff at the public meeting are clear and concise.  We recommend this 
methodology and format be used to present the other data so that valid decisions can be made.

Question: Please provide tables and text that are consistent and that both we, the rest of the 
public, and BLM staff can understand before making any decisions about the selection of a 
project route. 

Planning Process 

Background: 

As anyone involved in project development knows, planning is critical to long term success.  To 
provide and maintain the power system necessary for economic security, very large facilities are 
needed.  These facilities must be coordinated between regions.  With various sources of power 
available across the Northwest, the ability to move that power is critical.  The need for this 
transmission line was determined through long term planning processes.  The B2H project was 
using a successful planning process to select an acceptable route.  The Community Advisory 
Process (CAP) brought communities together to address the needs and impacts of a necessary 
project.   

As part of our review of the DEIS, we attended the public meeting in Baker City on 8 January 
2015.  During discussions with the presenters at that meeting, we heard a consistent story that the 
future of the project is now in the realm of the BLM, USFS, Reclamation, Oregon State, and 
Idaho Power Company.  Those entities (and a few others) can get together and pick any route 
they want.  That decision does not even have to be consistent with the findings of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).  Any and all alternatives are still on the table and can be 
selected for the final route. 

Question: What happened to the CAP process?  Was that just a time consuming show to 
pacify the masses?  Have government decision making processes really not progressed beyond 
those of the 1940s, 1950s, and 1960s?  Really? 

I31a
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I31c

 See response to Comment I31b.

The Timber Canyon Alternative was re-evaluated for the Final EIS to better identify potential 
impacts associated with this alternative. This route crosses mixed conifer forest, which is of 
particular concern for the Forest Service. The Forest Service expressed concern about loss 
of forested habitat (and associated effects on wildlife habitat and timber products). This route 
would require a forest plan amendment. In addition, this route is 19 miles longer than other 
routes in this segment. See Section 2.1.1.3 (Recommended Route-Variation Options) for 
further detail.

I31d  See response to Comment I31c.

3

Question: Should the people in Burns, OR, or Canyon City, OR, be concerned about the 
route being selected in their neighborhoods? 

Question: Is there any accountability if the Record of Decision is not consistent with the 
CAP or FEIS? 

Question: Please provide a detailed explanation of your perspective on long-term planning 
processes. 

Question: Please provide a detailed explanation of how the sudden addition of the Timber 
Canyon Alternative is consistent with the planning process being used for the B2H project. 

Question:   Please provide a detailed explanation of the rationale by which the Timber 
Canyon alternative was added without working through the CAP. 

Background: 

The CAP was selected to give affected residents an opportunity to select the least intrusive plan 
for the location of the transmission line.  The records show that several groups met many times to 
study alternatives.  They eventually narrowed the proposals to a few possible routes which would 
have the least negative impacts.   

Question:   How is the addition of the Timber Canyon Alternative by BLM consistent with 
proven CAP planning processes?  

Question:   What studies were conducted to select the Timber Canyon Alternative? 

Background: 

The CAP did not select or, as near as we can tell, even consider the Timber Canyon Alternative.  
We were not a part of the CAP process because the other proposed routes seemed reasonable to 
us and we were not directly affected by them.  Since the CAP was not considering the Timber 
Canyon Alternative, we felt comfortable trusting the process to select the best route.  The addition 
of the Timber Canyon Alternative after the CAP finished its work caught us completely off guard.   

Question:   Will the CAP be considering the Timber Canyon route as part of an extended 
selection process to assure it meets community needs? 

Question:   Please provide assurance to all of us in this process that random changes such as 
additional routes will not be added in the future. 

Background: 

Having BLM over-ride the CAP process seems totally out of the spirit of community 
involvement.  It appears to us to be a move by the government to disregard the wishes and 
expertise of the people.   

Question: If the Timber Canyon Alternative is selected, what assurance do we have it is a 
properly and completely investigated alternative? 

Background: 

For many decades now, the US Government has practiced fiscal habits of spending more money 
than it takes in.  This has resulted in rampant public debt.  In contrast, privately owned companies 

I31c
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I31e

 The Timber Canyon Alternative was re-evaluated for the Final EIS to better identify potential 
impacts associated with this alternative. This route crosses mixed conifer forest, which is of 
particular concern for the Forest Service. The Forest Service expressed concern about loss 
of forested habitat (and associated effects on wildlife habitat and timber products). This route 
would require a forest plan amendment. In addition, this route is 19 miles longer than other 
routes in this segment. See Section 2.1.1.3 (Recommended Route-Variation Options) for 
further detail.

I31f See response to comment I31e.

I31g  See response to Comment I31c.

4

must limit their debt to stay in business.  According to one of the presenters at the public meeting 
in Baker City on 14 August 2012, the Timber Canyon Alternative will add $50 million to the cost 
of the B2H project.  This money must be borrowed to construct the project.  This additional debt 
will adversely affect Idaho Power Company and the ratepayers across the western US. 

Question: Please provide a detailed explanation of why selection of the Timber Canyon 
Alternative would be a fiscally wise choice for IPC and the rate payers. 

Background: 

We are concerned about planning for the sustainability of human activities in our environment.  

Question: Please provide a detailed description of why the methods used in proposing the 
Timber Canyon Alternative would be considered consistent with sustainable planning.  That 
description should include the consideration of just this alternative and this alternative relative to 
the other alternatives. 

Question: Please provide a detailed description of the sustainable and non-sustainable 
aspects of the Timber Canyon route. 

Background: 

We know that Idaho Power Company is concerned about sustainability.  For example, they 
published a Sustainability Report on 17 May 2012.  They published additional reports in 
subsequent years. 

Question: How were Idaho Power's needs for sustainability considered in the selection of 
the Timber Canyon proposal? 

Question: If it is selected, how will the Timber Canyon route meet Idaho Power Company's 
needs to be a company that grows in a sustainable manner? 

Utility Corridor 

Corridors in General   

Background: 

The DEIS discusses the National Forest Management Act, the Wallowa-Whitman LMRP, and 
diversity of uses of the forest.  The paragraph concludes: 

Additional utility rights of way or corridors may be identified and approved subject to 
site-specific environmental analysis (USFS 1990). (DEIS p 3-388) 

The DEIS also discusses the West-Wide Energy corridor that generally parallels I-84 in Malheur 
and Baker counties. (DEIS p 3-389) 

Question: Is this abbreviated analysis of the Timber Canyon Alternative completely 
consistent with the requirements of the National Forest Management Act as it pertains to public 
involvement in revisions to the LMRP?  

I31e

I31f

I31g
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I31h

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project. Chapter 3 has 
been expanded to provide more description of the methods for used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach). Chapter 3 also provides more 
information about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on 
resources along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-scale 
maps is provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on the 
resources along all of the alternative routes.

I31i  See response to Comment I31e.

I31j  See response to Comment I31e.

I31k

 As described in Section 1.2.2, the USFS’ need is to respond to the Applicant’s request for use 
of National Forest System lands. The purpose of the USFS’ action is to determine whether 
to issue a special-use authorization for the construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
Proposed Action and, if issued, to determine what terms and conditions should apply. The 
USFS, a cooperating agency, has legal jurisdiction to manage National Forest System lands. 
Title 36 CFR Part 214, Subpart B, provides for USFS authority to review and to grant or deny 
special-use authorizations for transmission lines. The sixth standard in the “Energy Resources 
and Power Transmission Facilities, Standards and Guidelines” section of the Land and 
Resource Management Plan: Wallowa-Whitman National Forest (USFS 1990:4-33) states the 
following about utility corridors: “when applications for rights-of-way for utilities are received, 
the Forest’s fi rst priority would be to use residual capacity in existing rights-of-way.” 

See response to Comment I31e.

I31l
 Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of county lands and colocation with existing facilities and use of utility corridors where feasible.

See response to Comment I31k.5

Question: Is this brief analysis of the Timber Canyon Alternative presented in the DEIS 
considered to be a sufficient environmental analysis under the National Forest Management Act? 

Question: Given the effort expended to select the energy corridor through Baker County 
just a few years ago, why would it be appropriate to create a new corridor in the Timber Canyon 
Alternative when the existing one along I-84 is not yet full? 

Background: 

The CAP studied the utility corridors throughout the project area and considered those corridors 
in their decisions.  One of our concerns with the Timber Canyon Alternative is that it appears to 
be contrary to the wishes of the CAP to keep utilities within existing utility corridors whenever 
possible.

For example, on page 15 in the summary for the Central Project Advisory Team Meeting #5 
(CPAT5_Summary.pdf) dated March 2010: 

Placement opportunities include: Existing energy corridors; West Wide energy corridor; 
public land (federal and state); transportation and rail corridors.  

Obviously, energy or utility corridors are a significant issue in this process. 

Question: Please provide a detailed explanation why the Timber Canyon Alternative should 
be considered when it is not in an existing energy corridor. 

Background: 

We read the following: 

The LRMP states that when applications for rights-of-way for utilities are received, the 
Forest’s first priority will be to utilize residual capacity in existing rights-of-way. 
Additional utility rights of way or corridors may be identified and approved subject to 
site-specific environmental analysis (USFS 23 1990). (DEIS p 3-388).   

The environmental analysis of the Timber Canyon Alternative is a small portion of this DEIS.  It 
is in no way thorough or complete.  It has limited analysis of each impact category.  The 
information is not clearly presented (see our comments about the DEIS tables in the DEIS 
General section above). 

Question: Please provide a thorough and complete environmental analysis addressing the 
entire route of the Timber Canyon Alternative with an opportunity for public input prior to 
approving any changes to the LRMP.

Background: 

On page 30 in the summary for the Central Project Advisory Team Meeting #5 
(CPAT5_Summary.pdf) dated March 2010: 

The Wallowa-Whitman National Forest has a designated utility corridor. The management 
plan contains very clear language concerning the placement of transmission lines. A new 
transmission line will not be considered across the forest unless the capacity within the 
existing utility corridor has been exhausted.  

The DEIS indicates that this environmental review for selection of the route is also the 
environmental review to change the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest Land Resource 

I31h
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I31m
 See response to Comment I31k.

Please refer to Section 4.3 for a discussion of the public participation process.

I31n  See responses to Comments I31e and I31m.

6

Management Plan to create a new energy corridor through the national forest (DEIS p 3-389).  As 
it says, "[t]he designation of corridors does not require their use…" 

The information about utility corridor use seems to be changing during this process.   

Question:  What is the point of specifying utility corridors if they do not have to be used 
and can be changed or new ones can be created whenever a project is proposed? 

Background: 

We are on several Wallowa-Whitman National Forest mailing lists for forest related activities 
such as road management and logging activities.  We have heard nothing about changes to the 
Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) except through this power line EIS process.  
Changes to the LRMP affect more people than just those who own property along the proposed 
power line.  If the proposed power line location was a few thousand feet different, we would not 
be on the mailing list for this project and we would not have heard of this proposed change to the 
LRMP.

Question: Why is Wallowa-Whitman National Forest not advertizing this proposed change 
to the LRMP to the entire known community of forest users? 

Question: Will other forest users be informed of the proposed change in a timely manner to 
allow input to this EIS process?  If not, why not? 

Question: Please provide a detailed explanation why the Timber Canyon Alternative would 
not be in disagreement with the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest management plan requiring 
the use of existing utility corridors. 

Background: 

On page 31 in the summary for the Central Project Advisory Team Meeting #5 
(CPAT5_Summary.pdf) dated March 2010: 

It is not clear to Idaho Power where the transmission line could be routed through the 
National Forest. The Forest Service would be required to accept an application from 
Idaho Power for any of its routes under their Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
and other regulations. It’s unlikely the Forest Service would approve a new corridor 
through a national forest if the corridor through the Wallowa-Whitman Forest still has 
capacity for transmission lines.  

As we read that paragraph, it seems to indicate the USFS would not approve a new corridor 
through the forest if Idaho Power applied.  However, when BLM proposed a new corridor, there 
seems to be a willing acceptance of the idea. 

Question:   Please explain the apparent discrepancy in application of the Land Policy and 
Management Act for non-federal and federal applicants for access to the forest. 

Question: Please provide a detailed justification why a new energy corridor should be 
created through the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest for the Timber Canyon Alternative when 
space exists in the existing utility-transportation corridor along I-84. 

Question: Why would the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest open a new utility corridor 
through the forest when the existing utility corridor along I-84 is not full? 

I31l

I31m

I31n



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-50

Timothy and Patricia Brewer (cont.)I31

I31o

 Alternative analysis has been revised to include additional routes and variations resulting 
from the Draft EIS comment period. Colocation with existing utilities is given preference where 
feasible.

See response to Comment I31e.

I31p  See response to Comment I31c.

I31q See response to comment I31e.
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Background: 

On page 49 in the summary for the Central Project Advisory Team Meeting #5 
(CPAT5_Summary.pdf) dated March 2010: 

PAT member: Yes, but you listened to Grant County.  

Nickerson. No, they said, “You’re not listening to us, we told you that you need to go over 
and put it in the I-84 corridor where there are existing transmission lines and there are 
existing highways and not be putting it through our mountains and valleys.”  

Question: Do the people of Grant County have more credibility and pull than those of us in 
the Timber Canyon Alternative?  Will you listen when we say you should not be putting the 
power line through our mountains and valleys?  You should put it in the I-84 corridor.  Please 
provide detailed reasoning and justification for your answers. 

Background: 

On page 49 in the summary for the Central Project Advisory Team Meeting #5 
(CPAT5_Summary.pdf) dated March 2010: 

There are no easy solutions here.  

Idaho Power has to make a choice to take it forward...the BLM can add other routes or 
subtract routes. And then they bring them back to the public again through the scoping 
process…Now BLM, let’s start the two-year dialogue of where it should be. 

Question: Will there be a detailed evaluation by the advisory teams or will this present 
comment period be the only input the public has concerning the Timber Canyon Alternative?  
Please provide a detailed justification. 

Question: Has there been a two-year dialogue with the public or was the 2012 input period 
the only time the public had input until now? 

Background: 

On page 8-9 in the summary for the Central Project Advisory Team Meeting #6 
(CPAT6_Summary.pdf) dated May 2010: 

The advantages the eastern route has over the western and central routes include:  

o It requires fewer miles of new corridor  

o It uses a designated U.S. Forest Service utility corridor to cross the Wallowa-
Whitman National Forest.  

o It requires fewer acres of forested timber to be cleared  

The Timber Canyon Alternative requires more miles of new corridor including some through the 
Wallowa-Whitman National Forest and requires more acres of forested timber be cleared than 
any of the alternatives in the Baker Valley area.   

Question: Please justify in great detail why the Timber Canyon Alternative would be better 
than the Baker Valley Alternative routes since it would have the same issues the Central 
Alternative route has. 

Question: If routes through national forests are being considered to avoid sage grouse 
habitat, please provide a thorough analysis of the shorter, more western routes that were 

I31o

I31p

I31q



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-51

Timothy and Patricia Brewer (cont.)I31

I31r See response to comment I31e.

I31s  Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of colocation with existing facilities (including transportation facilities). 

I31t See response to comment I31e.
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originally being considered.  They are also viable options to avoid the sage grouse habitat in the 
Baker Valley. 

Background:  In our opinion, the Timber Canyon Alternative is totally out of character with the 
concept of utility corridors.  We think it is totally unreasonable to disregard the accepted process 
and procedures of using utility corridors to minimize negative impacts on residents. 

Question:  Please provide justification that placing the power line in the Timber Canyon 
Alternative is in keeping with the concept of utility corridors? 

Expanding Development Areas   

Background: 

Our understanding is that a utility corridor is an area that will be used to concentrate as many 
utilities as is reasonable and possible.  This minimizes the negative impacts of the utility 
development on other land uses. An example of negative impacts would be movement of 
development in the direction of wilderness areas.  In the case of the Timber Canyon Alternative, 
this is a huge step in moving development toward a wilderness area. 

Question: Please justify why establishing a new utility corridor near the edge of the Eagle 
Cap Wilderness Area is in keeping with the concept of having and using utility corridors. 

Background:   

Currently, there is one power line that we are aware of along the south side of the Wallowa 
Mountains.  It is not very far north of Highway 86.  It is a small, visually unobtrusive line.  It 
logically connects the Hells Canyon area with the Baker Valley.  

The 500 kV power line proposed for the Timber Canyon Alternative is not small and visually 
unobtrusive.  Quite the contrary.  It is very large and will be very significantly out of place along 
the foothills of the Wallowa Mountains.  It does not directly connect the generation in the Hells 
Canyon area with anything.  Instead, it merely moves a huge power line several miles closer to 
the wildness of the National Forest and the Wallowa Mountains.   

Question: Please explain why BLM considers the foothills of the Wallowa Mountains to be 
sufficiently developed to be a suitable location for a power line of this magnitude?

Question: Please explain what other development BLM expects to follow this line onto the 
foothills of the Wallowa Mountains once the area is opened for development with this project? 

Question:   Please explain in detail how placing the power line in the Timber Canyon 
Alternative is in keeping with the concept of limiting the spread of urban areas into wildlands. 

Background: 

The Timber Canyon Alternative threads through the national forest between pieces of private 
property.  If a new utility corridor is created here, future development can be expected to be 
located in the same vicinity.  That puts even more pressure on the small pieces of privately owned 
property along the route. 

I31r

I31s

I31t
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I31u  Comment noted.

I31v See response to comment I31e.

I31w

 The U.S. Forest Service is cooperating agency in preparation of the EIS and has provided 
information and data relevant to the effects analysis. The Snow Basin Vegetation Management 
Project and Supplemental EIS is identifi ed by the U.S. Forest service as cancelled. This project 
is therefore not incorporated in to the cumulative analysis for the B2H Project.

I31x  See response to Comment I31e. 
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Opinion: We strenuously oppose crowding out the little property owners who have found 
and purchased their little refuges.  These small owners should not be expected to bear the brunt of 
future development for the masses.  

Applicability to other power system needs 

Background: 

The Timber Canyon Alternative will not be in the vicinity of other utilities.  (We are a little 
confused by discrepancies between project maps so the location description in the following 
question is longer.)  

Question: Please discuss the advantages and disadvantages of building separate roads for 
access to the Timber Canyon Alternative relative to using roads serving the existing power lines 
in the Baker Valley, in particular the alternative that extends from BA4 to BA8 on page 3-48 in 
the Siting Study, August 2010, B2H_Siting_Study_8-17-10.pdf. 

Question: Will new maintenance facilities be needed for the Timber Canyon Alternative 
that would not be needed if the 500 kV power line is co-located with existing power lines? 

Interaction with other plans 

Background: 

The US Forest Service has recently prepared an Environmental Impact Statement for the Snow 
Basin Vegetation Management Project (Snow Basin).  They are proposing to selectively harvest 
timber from some of the lands that would be used in the Timber Canyon Alternative.  In order to 
build the power line through the forest, the remaining timber would have to be removed from 
these logged areas. 

Question: Please include in your EIS information from the Snow Basin EIS that is relevant 
to logging for this project.  Please provide documentation in this EIS that the US Forest Service's 
guidelines for clearcutting forested areas will be met if the Timber Canyon Alternative is 
selected.   

Question: Have you coordinated your studies and EIS responses for the Timber Canyon 
Alternative with the US Forest Service's Snow Basin EIS?  Please provide detailed information 
about this coordination. 

Background: 

The DEIS, discusses the Oregon Planning Goals.  The goal for forested lands indicates: 

The proposed use must not force a significant change in…accepted…forest practices 
on…forest lands.  (DEIS p 3-395) 

The Snow Basin EIS for timber harvest in the area of the Timber Canyon Alternative did not 
specify large areas of clearcut.   

I31u

I31v
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I31y

 Comment noted. The potential effects of the B2H Project on wildlife species, including Greater 
Sage-Grouse, big game, and other species, is analyzed for all alternative routes considered 
in Segment 3 using the best available data. In addition, the Applicant has committed to design 
features and selective mitigation measures designed to minimize anticipated potential B2H 
Project effects to Greater Sage-Grouse, big game, and other wildlife. Refer to Section 3.2.4 
of the Final EIS. In addition, refer to Appendix C for details regarding BLM requirements for 
compensatory mitigation. 

I31z

 The Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c mitigation measures to 
minimize impacts to sensitive wildlife, including preconstruction surveys, seasonal and spatial 
restrictions for sensitive periods and habitats, minimization of timber and other vegetation 
clearing, spanning/avoiding sensitive features (e.g., water bodies), and a Plan of Development 
that includes a Biological Resources Conservation Plan. Refer to Section 3.2.4.3 in the Final 
EIS.

I31aa  See response to Comment I31z. 

10 

Question: Please explain how a clearcut for the Timber Canyon Alternative would not be a 
significant change in the accepted methods of forest harvest in this area. 

Question: Please explain how opening a new utility corridor along the Timber Canyon 
Alternative would not be a significant change in the accepted use of this forest. 

Environmental

Fauna

Background: 

There is a very diverse wildlife assortment in the vicinity of mile 29 of the Timber Canyon 
Alternative.  On and around our property we have seen elk, deer, bear, coyotes, rabbits, ground 
squirrels, eagles, ducks, hawks, grouse, turkey, turkey vultures, woodpeckers, amphibians, 
weasels, martens, owls, and bats.  We have heard wolves.  We have seen signs of cougar and 
porcupines.

Question: What mitigation will Idaho Power Company be required to perform to 
compensate for the fragmentation of habitat and other disruptions if the Timber Canyon 
Alternative is selected? 

Background: 

We found the following about Management Indicator Species (MIS) in the DEIS Table 3-61. 
Habitat Suitability for MIS in the Timber Canyon Alternative Analysis Area.  The table indicates 
that the northern half of the Eagle Creek watershed supports a population of American Marten. 
The table further indicates "… the area where the alternative is located, is mostly dry and lacks 
the structure needed by marten." 

We have seen marten on our property (immediately adjacent to the Timber Canyon Alternative 
about mile 29.3) several times over the last 21 years.  Our most recent viewing was during the 
late summer of 2014.  We believe the springs and wetlands on and around our property provide 
sufficient water for their use. 

We disagree with the following conclusion in the DEIS: 

No suitable source habitat for the American marten would be impacted by the Proposed 
Action or the Timber Canyon Alternative; therefore, no direct or indirect effects are 
anticipated.  (DEIS p 3-274) 

We do not think it is safe to conclude that suitable habitat would not be affected. 

Question: How will the marten in the area be protected from the adverse impacts caused by 
clearcutting for the Timber Canyon Alternative? 

Background: 

The forested area around milepost 29 of the Timber Canyon Alternative is a migration area as elk 
and deer move from summer to winter habitat and back.  It is not just a migration route that they 

I31x
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I31ab  See response to Comment I31y.

I31ac  See response to Comment I31y.

I31ad  See responses to Comments I31y and I31z.

I31ae  See responses to Comment I31y.The wildlife analysis has been updated for the Final EIS to 
include additional information and analyses on potential impacts on bats.
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pass through, but, from our experiences we know, it is an area they utilize for food and shelter 
whenever the snow conditions require on either end of winter. 

Question: Please provide a detailed action plan to mitigate for the disruption of this wildlife 
habitat that will result if the Timber Canyon Alternative is selected. 

Background: 

We sometimes utilize our property in the winter and in low snowpack periods. We see deer 
utilizing the area.  We see deer raising their young on our property and in the area between our 
property and the proposed Timber Canyon Alternative route.  The deer depend on the food, 
shelter, and water available in this area. 

Question: Please provide detailed information from studies of 500 kV power lines 
describing the impacts on deer populations during the rearing of young. 

Question: Please provide a mitigation action plan for Idaho Power Company to compensate 
for lost rearing area and other negative impacts on deer rearing if the Timber Canyon Alternative 
is selected. 

Background: 

Many times over the last 20 years, we have seen winter-stressed deer using the area around mile 
29 of the Timber Canyon Alternative for recuperation.  They move into the area in the spring and 
stay in a limited area to rest and regain health. 

Question: Please provide detailed information about the impacts of 500 kV power lines on 
deer and other large animals that are stressed and trying to find safe shelter to recover. 

Background: 

We know there are woodpeckers in the forest around our property.  We don't know what kind 
they are. 

Question: Please provide information about the woodpeckers around mile 29 of the Timber 
Canyon Alternative. 

Question: If the woodpeckers near mile 29 of the Timber Canyon Alternative are the 
endangered ones, please provide a mitigation plan to protect them if this alternative is selected. 

Background: 

Every evening during the summer, bats move uphill across our property from the north toward the 
proposed Timber Canyon Alternative power line route. 

Question: Please provide detailed information from studies performed on the effects of 500 
kV power lines on bats. 

Question: Please provide a mitigation plan for Idaho Power Company if there is any 
documented adverse effect of the proposed Timber Canyon Alternative on bats. 

Background: 

I31aa
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I31af

 A refi ned analysis of impacts to wetlands for each alternative route, including the Timber 
Canyon Alterative, has been added to Section 3.2.2. 

In addition, the Applicant has committed to several design features and site specifi c selective 
mitigation measures designed to avoid or reduce anticipated B2H Project effects to wetlands, 
including pre construction surveys, and micro-siting towers and roads around wetlands. 
Other design features include use of existing roads and crossings for sensitive resource 
avoidance, minimizing vegetation clearing for operational clearances and spanning sensitive 
features. These mitigation measures have been considered as a requirement for construction, 
operation, and maintenance and will be transferred to the Plan of Development which will be 
a condition of the Record of decision and a stipulation of the right-of-way grant. Impacts to 
specifi c wetlands will be addressed under a required wetland permit.

I31ag  See response to Comment I31z.

I31ah  See response to Comment I31y.

I31ai

 The Greater Sage-Grouse analysis has been revised for the Final EIS to include additional 
information on the potential direct and indirect effects from the B2H Project. See response 
to Comment I31z for a list of protective measures that will be applied to minimize impacts to 
Greater Sage-Grouse. The B2H Project will be sited, designed, and implemented to adhere to 
a mitigation hierarchy that will result in a net conservation gain for Greater Sage Grouse. 

12 

In the vicinity of Mile 29 to mile 31 of the Timber Canyon Alternative, we know there are many 
small wetlands supported by springs.  We suspect these occur along the entire forested portion of 
this alternative.  These are typically less than 0.2 acre in size.  These wetlands provide habitat for 
amphibians and other small wildlife.  The water is used by larger wildlife too. If the power line is 
built over these areas, they will at best be emergent wetlands because tree growth will be 
discouraged.  They will be exposed to more sunlight which may cause evaporation to exceed 
supply resulting in their loss as a wetland. 

Question: Please provide an assessment of the impacts of the potential loss of these small 
wetland areas if the Timber Canyon Alternative is selected. 

Background: 

The US Forest Service allows many cows to graze on the land in the vicinity of the Timber 
Canyon Alternative.  There are many flies and other insects as a result.  The amphibians in the 
forest help control the fly population. 

Question: Please provide a detailed plan to protect amphibians in the wetlands and 
surrounding forests in the vicinity of the Timber Canyon Alternative.  

Background: 

There are many other animals we have listed that frequent the forest along the proposed Timber 
Canyon Alternative. 

Question: Please provide a mitigation plan to compensate for the reduced habitat and other 
disruptions that will result from construction and operation of the 500 kV power line if the 
Timber Canyon Alternative is selected. 

Background: 

The East Route shown on page 3-48 in the Siting Study, August 2010, (B2H_Siting_Study_8-17-
10.pdf) crosses an area with known sage grouse populations.  The BLM's Virtue Flats Off 
Highway Vehicle Area uses an adjoining or the same area. 

Question: Please compare and contrast the impacts of off-highway vehicles (DEIS p 3-472) 
on the density of both used and not-recently used sage grouse leks (DEIS App B p B.4-18).   

Question: Please compare and contrast the relative impacts of off-highway vehicles and the 
above ground 500 kV power line on the life and times of sage grouse. 

Question: Please explain in detail why BLM can permit the continuing destruction of sage 
grouse habitat by off-highway vehicles and yet cannot put the power line over the top of that 
same Virtue Flats Off-Highway Vehicle Area thereby utilizing both the ground and the airspace. 

Flora

Background: 

I31af
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I31aj See response to comment I31e.

I31ak

 The Applicant has committed to controlling noxious weeds through an adaptable plan where 
the results of preconstruction surveys will determine the types and extent of weed control 
methods. Post construction monitoring will determine the effectiveness of weed control 
measures and determine where additional control would be required. The exact methods, 
herbicides approved for use, buffers restricting herbicide application around sensitive 
resources, and control thresholds will be described in the Noxious Weed Management Plan. 
The Applicant has also committed to reclaiming and reestablishing native vegetation in 
disturbed areas through an adaptable plan similar to the Noxious Weed Management Plan 
where preconstruction where ongoing surveys will determine the application and success of 
reclamation efforts. The exact methods, seed mixes, thresholds, and reclamation extents will 
be described in the Reclamation, Revegetation, and Monitoring Plan. Both of these plans will 
be included in the Plan of Development and reviewed by the BLM and other agencies, such as 
the USFS, as part of the Record of Decision and the right-of-way grant.

I31al

 The Applicant has committed to several measures designed to mitigate B2H Project effects 
from noxious weeds, among them the creation of a Reclamation, Revegetation, and Monitoring 
Framework Plan. These plans will be provided in the Plan Of Development and will detail 
seed-mixes, reclamation methods, and the monitoring plans used to revegetate disturbed 
areas. The Plan of Development would be a condition of the Record of Decision and a 
stipulation of the right-of-way grant.

I31am  See response to Comment I31y, 
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The northerly portion of the Timber Canyon Alternative crosses some productive timber 
producing areas.  Much of eastern Oregon is too dry to grow larch, pine, fir, and other large trees.
This area receives enough precipitation to be productive.  

Question: Please provide a detailed description, including references, of how removing the 
land from timber production for the Timber Canyon Alternative is compatible with and in 
agreement with the US Forest Service's mission and standards for managing forests for long term 
production. 

Opinion: We do not think it is reasonable to just declare that it is insignificant because it is 
a small portion of the total forest.  It is a significant part of the southern edge of the forest and a 
huge part of the forest that some of us use. 

Background: 

Experience across the western US has shown that invasive species are among the first plants to 
move into disturbed areas that result from fire or construction.  We know the US Forest Service is 
taking invasive species seriously because the sign at the entrance to the Wallowa-Whitman forest 
on the 70 road near Sparta indicates a requirement that hay must be certified weed free. 

Question: Please provide a detailed description of the post-construction rehabilitation 
requirements to be imposed upon Idaho Power Company to prevent the establishment of invasive 
species along the Timber Canyon Alternative route. 

Question: Please provide a description of the types of native species of vegetation that 
Idaho Power will be required to use in their revegetation plan if the Timber Canyon Alternative is 
selected 

Background: 

The timberland along the northern portion of the Timber Canyon Alternative, particularly in the 
vicinity of mile 29, is heavily grazed by cattle during the summer.  Following construction, 
revegetation with native plants will be necessary to keep the invasive species from taking over the 
area.   

Question: How will the cattle be kept off the disturbed vegetation and the replanted native 
vegetation during the recovery period following construction? 

Question: Please provide a detailed plan to keep cattle from disturbing the revegetated areas 
during the several-year long period necessary for the native vegetation to become well established 
if the Timber Canyon Alternative is selected.  Please provide in that plan details about how Idaho 
Power Company will monitor and maintain that vegetation to keep invasive species out. 

Background: 

In our many years of experience hiking in the national forest around mile 29 of the Timber 
Canyon Alternative, we have found that deer, bear, and elk move freely through the forest.  They 
tend to stay in forested areas, avoiding clearings. 

Question: Please provide documentation of the impacts of 500 kV power lines on the 
movement and general well being of large wild animals.   

I31aj
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I31an

 Detailed information about construction activities and reclamation efforts to mitigate potential 
effects would be identifi ed in the Reclamation, Revegetation, and Monitoring Framework Plan, 
to be included in the Plan of Development. The Plan of Development must be approved by the 
BLM and all cooperating agencies prior to the issuance of the Record of Decision and right-of-
way grant.

I31ao

 Existing generation sources will continue to operate regardless of the decision on the B2H 
Project. Demand for electricity will continue to increase with or without the B2H Project (refer 
to the Applicant’s IRP). The B2H Project would allow the Applicant to serve its growing load 
without building carbon-emitting resources.

It is beyond the scope of existing science to relate a specifi c source of greenhouse gas 
emission with the creation (or mitigation) of any specifi c climate-related environmental effects. 
Further, since the specifi c effects of a particular action, which may contribute to or militate 
against climate change, cannot be determined, it is also not possible to determine whether any 
of these particular actions will lead to signifi cant climate-related environmental effects. Finally, 
there are still not regulatory standards for climate change. Thus, the BLM believes the analysis 
in the EIS represents the best available science as required by the Council on Environmental 
Quality guidelines.

Section 3.2.16.6 discloses the expected change in carbon storage during construction. 
Maintaining the right-of-way under the transmission line will result in lower carbon storage 
where the line is located through forest. Carbon storage in grasslands and sagebrush-steppe 
is expected to recover to preconstruction levels.

I31ap

 It is beyond the scope of existing science to relate a specifi c source of greenhouse gas 
emission with the creation (or mitigation) of any specifi c climate-related environmental effects. 
Further, since the specifi c effects of a particular action, which may contribute to or militate 
against climate change, cannot be determined, it is also not possible to determine whether any 
of these particular actions will lead to signifi cant climate-related environmental effects. Finally, 
there are still not regulatory standards for climate change. Thus, the BLM believes the analysis 
in the EIS represents the best available science as required by the Council on Environmental 
Quality guidelines. 

I31aq

 Comment noted. The Final EIS has been conducted using conservative estimates of resources 
within the project study area, including National Hydrography Dataset identifi ed ephemeral 
streams. Preconstruction surveys will be conducted to verify accuracy of mapped data and 
impact analysis will be updated to refl ect new collected data. 

I31ar See next page for response to I31ar.
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Question: Please provide a detailed mitigation plan for Idaho Power Company to 
compensate for the disruption caused by fragmentation of forest habitat if the Timber Canyon 
Alternative is selected. 

Carbon storage 

Background: 

Carbon storage is an important issue for power companies, such as Idaho Power Company, that 
produce electricity from carbon based fuels.  Nationwide, people are trying to reduce our reliance 
on carbon and are looking for ways to store carbon.  Timber has been proposed as a long term 
storage method when the lumber is used for construction of houses and other structures with long 
lifetimes. 

Question:   Please provide documentation of the long term ecological effects on carbon 
cycling resulting from permanently reducing timber production in the Timber Canyon 
Alternative.

Background: 

From a quick review of the reports available on the B2H web page, the Timber Canyon 
Alternative looks like the only alternative being seriously considered that will remove significant 
amounts of timberland from production in the vicinity of the Wallowa Mountains. 

Question: Please describe the mitigation requirements to be imposed on Idaho Power 
Company for the loss of carbon storage if they remove timberland from production along the 
edges of the Wallowa Mountains in the Timber Canyon Alternative. 

Hydrologic 

Background:   

We have a concern about the conclusions about ephemeral streams in lines 13-17 on p 3-66.  We 
are not convinced that ephemeral streams only flow during large rainfall events.  Sometimes, melt 
from heavy snows can cause surface runoff.  If the field investigations were conducted in 
relatively dry years, they may give a biased result in favor of smaller impacts.   

Question: Would it be better to prepare for water in those streams rather than react after a 
flow event by restoring the channel after damage?  We recommend caution in concluding that 
there are fewer streams. 

Background: 

We have a concern about the conclusions about stream crossings in lines 18-21 on p 3-83.  The 
DEIS text states: 

… for culverts and bridges long-term impacts could include reductions in water flows for 
the duration of time that the culvert or bridge remains installed. Other potential impacts 
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I31ar

 Comment noted. Final engineering of B2H Project roads and associated crossings has not 
been completed, and as such was not available for analysis in the Final EIS. Culvert crossings 
will be site specifi c and conform to requirements for the Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (ODFW) Fish Passage Program. The issues raised regarding culvert size are beyond 
the scope of this analysis.

I31as

 Final engineering of B2H Project roads and associated crossings has not been completed, and 
as such is not available for analysis in the Final EIS. Preconstruction surveys will be conducted 
prior to fi nal engineering to avoid, reduce and minimize impacts to wetlands along the route 
selected for construction. Impacts to specifi c wetlands will be addressed under a required 
wetland permit. 

The Applicant has committed to several design features and site-specifi c selective mitigation 
measures designed to avoid or reduce anticipated B2H Project effects to wetlands and springs 
(refer to Section 3.2.2.4 of the Final EIS). Other design features include use of existing roads 
and crossings for sensitive resource avoidance, minimizing vegetation clearing for operational 
clearances and spanning sensitive features. These mitigation measures have been considered 
as a requirement for construction, operation, and maintenance and will be transferred to the 
Plan of Development which will be a condition of the Record of Decision and a stipulation 
of the right-of-way grant. Regarding protective actions for forest habitat, See response to 
Comment I31an.

I31at

 Comment noted. The Applicant has committed to several design features and selective 
mitigation measures designed to mitigate B2H Project effects from impacts to water quality 
from soil erosion, among them the creation of a Water Resources Protection Plan and a 
Reclamation, Revegetation, and Monitoring Framework Plan. These plans detail methods 
for soil conservation, re-seeding, and preconstruction wetland and water surveys to identify 
wetland and stream extents in the right-of-way. These mitigation measures have been 
considered as a requirement for construction, operation, and maintenance and will be 
transferred to the Plan of Development which will be a condition of the Record of decision and 
a stipulation of the right-of-way grant.

15 

from culverts include channel scouring, changes in channel geometry and gradient, and 
aggradation or degradation of the stream channel.   

Our experience has shown that a properly designed culvert will be the size of the channel, on the 
grade of the channel, and at the alignment of the channel.  If another design is selected, one 
should be ready to reinstall the culvert after the flood.   

The size of a flood is determined by a number of hydrologic conditions in a basin.  We are not 
aware of any studies showing that culvert selection reduces the size of the flood coming down the 
channel toward the culvert.  Culverts should not be designed to act like a dam to reduce the flow 
in the channel.  A properly placed culvert will not cause channel scour or aggradation. 

Question: Will you be using the services of an experienced hydraulic engineer when 
designing culverts to prevent the kinds of problems you described and are anticipating? 

Question: Will you be sizing culverts based on upstream hydrologic conditions or will you 
be installing smaller culverts to restrict the flow in the channel for some other perceived benefit?   

Background: 

From many years of experience hiking in the vicinity of the proposed Timber Canyon 
Alternative, we know there are many small springs in the national forest in the vicinity of mile 29 
along the proposed route.  Part of the year the springs contribute flow to Eagle Creek and the 
Snake River.  In late summer and fall, they provide local sources of water for wildlife.  Many of 
the springs provide water for small wetlands.  These wetland areas support many amphibians, 
such as frogs and salamanders, small snakes, and other typical wetland animals. 

Amphibians worldwide are under great pressure from development's adverse impacts.  The DEIS 
does not seem to put much focus on these impacts or other small scale impacts that would be 
caused by the Timber Canyon Alternative. 

Question: Please provide detailed descriptions of the protective actions that will be required 
during route selection and construction to protect springs and adjoining wetlands from damage. 

Question: Please provide detailed descriptions of the protective standards that will be 
required during route selection so that the final power line route does not cause any long term 
negative impacts on springs and adjoining wetlands following construction. 

Question: Please provide detailed descriptions of the protective actions that will be required 
during construction to protect amphibians that live in the forest adjoining the wetlands areas. 

Background: 

In late summer and fall, small springs provide local sources of water for wildlife and cattle.  In 
addition to the water, the surrounding vegetation provides a cool environment for animals during 
the hot summer days.     

Question: Please provide a detailed description of the requirements to prevent disruption of 
the cooler forested areas used by wildlife and cattle in the forest both during and following 
construction if the Timber Canyon Alternative is selected. 

Opinion: The impact on cattle is a particular concern for us.  If cattle lose cool locations 
due to construction of the power line, they will put more pressure on our property where we don't 
want them.  We should not have to bear the burden of cattle that belong to others crowding and 
damaging the wetlands and cool spaces on our property that we try to reserve for wildlife. 

I31ar

I31as

I31at
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I31au  See response to Comment I31at. Specifi c mitigation options will be chosen upon fi nalization of 
micro-siting and identifi cation of specifi c water resources. 

I31av

 Comment noted. Federal mitigation criteria require the investigation and use of the following 
options: onsite wetland mitigation, offsite (same watershed) mitigation, offsite (adjacent 
watershed), use of existing mitigation bank for in-kind replacement, in-lieu fee mitigation, or 
payment-in-lieu fee mitigation. Text in the Final EIS has been revised to refl ect these options. 
Specifi c mitigation options will be chosen upon fi nalization of micro-siting and identifi cation of 
specifying wetland impacts. Discussion of specifi c wetland mitigation options is beyond the 
scope of this analysis.

I31aw  See response to Comment I31an.

I31ax

 The Final EIS has been updated to include evaluation of existing timberlands and analysis 
of potential impacts, including changes in wind loading. See Section 3.2.6 for further detail. 
In addition, impact analysis and mitigation measures have been more clearly identifi ed and 
organized to address impact and mitigation associated with land use and timber management. 
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Background: 

The water available from springs in the forested land of the Timber Canyon Alternative in the 
vicinity of mile 29 is used by a large variety of animals such as deer, bear, elk, cougars, coyotes, 
wolves, and an assortment of smaller animals. 

Question: Please provide a detailed plan to protect the quality of the water resources that 
will be threatened by selection of the Timber Canyon Alternative.  

Background: 

In the discussion of wetlands, the DEIS states in lines 27-31 on p 3-164: 

Due to the small amount of land occupied by wetlands and their disproportionate 
importance to wildlife, the federal government has adopted a no net-loss policy in order 
to preserve this important vegetation community. Therefore, any wetlands disturbed by 
the B2H Project would be reconstructed, rehabilitated, and/or otherwise recovered. 

Question: If the Timber Canyon Alternative is selected, what remediation will be performed 
to compensate for the loss of small, local wetlands around springs in the forested areas when the 
shade of the forest is removed for construction and operation?  We believe the remediation should 
be in the close vicinity to the original wetlands and have comparable water supplies.  How will 
this be accomplished? 

Background: 

During the winter, the Timber Canyon Alternative in the vicinity of mile 29 typically receives 3 
to 4 feet of snow.  During this time, movement of wildlife is very limited.  Large animals such as 
deer and elk must remain at lower elevations to find food and shelter in winter range.  From our 
many years of experience in this area, we have found that the snow collects in drifts in clearings.  
In the spring, the edges of clearings, such as along roads, are among the last places the snow 
melts.   

Question: Please provide documentation of the snow accumulation effects caused by power 
line clearings.  Include a discussion of the conditions experienced by migrating animals as they 
try to move from winter habitat. 

Question: Please provide a detailed plan to mitigate for the fragmentation of habitat caused 
by additional snow accumulation in the hilly terrain of the Timber Canyon Alternative. 

Background: 

As trees grow, they develop strength to withstand the various forces they experience.  When 
neighboring trees are removed, the wind-loading forces on the remaining trees change.  
Frequently, the remaining forest will experience significantly more blow-downs or other wind 
damage when a portion of the forest is removed. 

Question: Please describe the mitigation plan Idaho Power Company will follow to 
compensate for blow-downs or other wind damage to adjoining forest, both public and private, as 
a result of construction if the Timber Canyon Alternative is selected. 

I31au

I31av

I31aw

I31ax
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I31ay  The Final EIS has been updated to include evaluation of existing timberlands and Fire 
Management and analysis of potential impacts. See Section 3.2.6 for further detail.

I31az See response to comment I31e.

I31ba

 The Final EIS has been updated to include evaluation of existing recreation resources 
(including non-motorized and motorized trails) analysis of potential impacts. See Section 3.2.8 
for further detail. In addition, impact analysis and mitigation measures have been more clearly 
identifi ed and organized to address impacts and mitigation associated with recreation. 
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Background: 

From experience, we know there are significantly more storms along the proposed route of the 
power line in the Timber Canyon Alternative compared to the Baker Valley.  This will lead to 
increased potential for lightning strikes and potential damage to the power line in the summer.  In 
addition, we can't help but wonder about the effect of the power line on the total number of 
lightning strikes in the vicinity of the power line.  More lightning strikes will increase fire danger 
in the National Forest and surrounding forest lands. 

Question:  Please provide information about any studies of the relationship between 500 kV 
power lines and the number of lightning strikes that will be expected.  How do these studies 
compare and relate to the specifics of this project?  

Question:   Please provide information about any studies of the relationship between power 
lines, lightning, and associated forest fires for the proposed Timber Canyon Alternative?  

Question: How will surrounding property be protected from the increased fire risk caused 
by this significant power line? 

Question: How will surrounding private property owners be indemnified for any damages 
initiated by the construction and operation of this power line, including but not limited to fires?  

Question: Please provide information about any studies of the relationship between the 
increased incidence of lightning strikes in the Timber Canyon Alternative and their affect on 
operation and maintenance of the power line and the incidence of forest fires?   

Background: 

Roads in the vicinity of the Timber Canyon Alternative are laid out as forest roads and do not 
specifically follow the proposed route.  About 15 years ago, the Wallowa-Whitman National 
Forest conducted a study and then closed many forest roads to reduce erosion impacts and to cut 
maintenance costs. 

Question: How many miles of new road will be built in the National Forest to service the 
power line in the Timber Canyon Alternative? 

Question: Please provide documentation of the future funding sources to maintain the new 
roads that will be required in the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest if the Timber Canyon 
Alternative is selected.   

Question: Please provide the action plan that will be used to prevent erosion from the new 
roads that will be required in the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest if the Timber Canyon 
Alternative is selected.   

Question: Please include information about the mitigation plan that will be required to 
compensate for the increased erosion that will inevitably occur. 

Background: 

People frequently use dirt bikes, four-wheelers, and snowmobiles for recreational purposes on 
forest roads. 

Question:   Please provide information from studies that have been conducted relating to 
recreational use of power line routes and power line access roads.  Please include a discussion of 
any negative impacts that are to be expected and planned mitigation. 

I31ay

I31az

I31ba
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Economic

General

Background: 

National forest lands bring significant economic benefit to the surrounding communities.  Some 
of the benefit is significant to the communities as a whole, such as employment related to timber 
production and harvest.  Other benefits are harder to quantify because they are experienced by 
individuals. 

Question: Please provide documentation of the economic impacts expected to the Baker 
Valley and surrounding small towns by removal of land from timber production if the Timber 
Canyon Alternative is selected. 

Question: Please provide documentation of the economic impacts expected if individuals 
can no longer use the Timber Canyon Alternative lands for mushroom harvesting when the 
mushrooms don't grow in the clearcut areas. 

Background: 

Currently, the US Forest Service permits cattle grazing in the national forest along the Timber 
Canyon Alternative.  Our understanding is that the number of cattle permitted depends in part on 
the condition of the vegetation in the grazed areas.  If this alternative is selected, for some 
unknown length of time while native vegetation is re-established, less rangeland will be available 
to support cattle.  Reduced federal grazing opportunities will cause the cattle to try harder to use 
our private property for grazing.  We do not want this and currently spend a significant amount of 
time and money trying to fence them off our property. 

Question: Please describe the process beginning with the start of construction that the US 
Forest Service will follow to reduce the number of cattle permitted to graze in the vicinity of the 
Timber Canyon Alternative if this alternative is selected. 

Question: Please provide detailed descriptions of funding programs that will be used as 
mitigation to compensate land owners for increased grazing pressure on private land resulting 
from the construction of the Timber Canyon Alternative. 

Question: Please provide detailed studies of the economic impacts that will be caused by 
reducing the number of cows that can graze in the Timber Canyon Alternative power line area. 

Background: 

Over the past few decades, many sawmills in the northwest have gone out of business because of 
reduced supplies of timber from federal sources.  Private growers are among the remaining 
producers.

Question: Please provide detailed information about the market for the timber that will be 
available for harvest if the Timber Canyon Alternative is selected?  Please include information 
about the locations of the mills, the availability of experienced loggers, the cost and effect of 

I31bb

I31bc

I31bd

I31bb

 The Final EIS has been updated to include evaluation of existing timberlands and analysis 
of potential impacts. See Section 3.2.6 for further detail. In addition, impact analysis and 
mitigation measures have been more clearly identifi ed and organized to address impact and 
mitigation associated with land use and timber management.

See response to Comment I31e.

I31bc

 Forage allocations are based on Forest Service Allotment Management Plans and range 
conditions. Any changes in forage allocations are determined by Forest Service resource 
specialists based on range conditions and in accordance with guidelines set forth in the 
affected area’s Allotment Management Plan. 
Idaho Power recognizes that construction and maintenance of the B2H transmission line 
may displace livestock. Additional exclusion fencing and water facilities would be temporarily 
installed to keep livestock away from construction activities and Idaho Power will work closely 
with affected landowners to mitigate impacts on their land use. These are outlined in Table 2-7 
(Design Features) and Table 2-13 (Selective Mitigation Measures).

The economic impact analysis associated with grazing resources in Section 3.2.17 has been 
updated to assess the economic impacts of short-term and long-term forage losses during the 
construction and operation phases of the B2H project.

I31bd

 Section 3.2.17.5 has been updated to describe current conditions and trends in regional timber 
production. The effects analysis in 3.2.17.6 has also been updated to describe how land use 
changes resulting from the construction and operation of the B2H project may affect timber 
resources in the study corridor for each alternative route.
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more trucks on the roads, and the expected effects on timber prices as they will affect the private 
timber producers. 

Rates

Background:   

As customers of Idaho Power Company, we must question the reasonableness of the Timber 
Canyon Alternative from the perspective of rates.  If placing the power line in this location 
increases the cost of construction, operation, or maintenance, we, the customers, will be paying 
needlessly higher power rates for many years.  

Question: Please justify why the ratepayers across the western United States should pay 
higher rates for many years resulting from the selection of the Timber Canyon Alternative. 

Question: If operation or maintenance is more difficult and costly, how will Idaho Power 
reconcile those costs with their long term goals of providing power at the lowest cost possible? 

Background: 

Our property is located immediately adjacent to the proposed Timber Canyon Alternative power 
line location.  We know that there are typically 3-4 feet of snow in this area in the winter.  Snow 
tends to collect more in the clearings, leading to deeper snowpacks and later final melt in the 
spring.  The cost of performing any emergency repairs made necessary by severe winter storm 
conditions or other damage that may occur during the winter will be passed on to the ratepayers.   

Question:   Please provide information about the added cost of any non-routine maintenance 
or emergency repairs that may need to be done in these snowy conditions.  Compare and contrast 
those costs to the alternatives closer to the Baker Valley. 

Question: Please provide a detailed justification why this extra maintenance cost would be 
reasonably incurred and should be passed on to the ratepayers. 

Value of land

Background: 

Part of the value of recreational and residential land in a forest setting is the seclusion and 
quietness the setting provides.  Construction and operation of a 500 kV power line removes many 
of the quietness and seclusion benefits. 

According to the DEIS,  

To the extent possible, recreation areas and features would be avoided during the siting 
process for the B2H Project.  (DEIS p 3-945) 

The Wallowa-Whitman National Forest is used extensively for recreation by people who wish to 
get away from cities and development features.  We and our forest neighbors like the natural 
backdrop during our times on our properties adjoining the forest and while we use the forest 
lands.

I31bd

I31be

I31bf

I31bg

I31be

 See response to Comment I31e.

It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility of BLM and other 
land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way across lands it 
administers. The most readily available information was used during development of the Draft 
EIS.

I31bf  Comment noted. The analysis requested is beyond the scope of the Final EIS. 

I31bg

 Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of private lands. Input from the landowner and the impact on property will be carefully 
considered by Idaho Power during fi nal design and engineering, which could include micro-
siting of the transmission line along the selected route. Idaho Power will negotiate with the 
owners of real property interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired 
by the fi nal location, they are appropriately compensated.
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According to Table 3-295 in the DEIS, there are no residences within 1,000 ft of the ROW.  Our 
cabin is well within the 2,000 ft line of potential impacts near mile 29 of the Timber Canyon 
Alternative.  Some of our neighbors have similar settings. 

Question: Please explain how selection of the Timber Canyon Alternative would not be a 
contradiction to the above statement in the DEIS about siting in recreational areas. 

Question: Please explain how we and other landowners adversely affected by the Timber 
Canyon Alternative will be compensated for the increased noise and adverse visual impacts 
created by this placement of the power line.  

Question: Please provide a detailed description of the methodology that the Baker County 
Assessor will use to reduce the tax value of our property to reflect the decline in recreational 
value if the Timber Canyon Alternative is selected. 

Background: 

At the public meeting on 14 August 2012 in Baker City, the presenters assured us that residences 
would not be taken to build the power line.  Just in case someone was mistaken or the 
government makes some other drastic change without consulting the people, we are expressing 
our strong opposition to taking residences for right of way for this power line. 

Question: Please describe the level of effort that will be used to prevent taking residences in 
the selection of the route for this power line. 

Background: 

We understand that building permits for new residences where none currently exist in forest land 
in eastern Oregon are difficult or impossible to get. 

Question:  Please provide written assurance that if you take our residence for this power line 
that a suitable, similar replacement will be made available and that you will pay us enough to be 
able to afford it. 

Background: 

The national forest land along the Timber Canyon Alternative is used by hunters in the fall.  
Construction of the 500 kV power line may reduce the value of this portion of the national forest 
for hunting purposes. 

Question:  Please provide a description of the economic impacts caused to hunters when national 
forest land is fragmented by 500 kV power lines such as the proposed Timber Canyon 
Alternative.

Visual Impact    

Background:   

One of the arguments against several of the alternatives near Baker City is the visual impact that 
would be experienced by visitors at the Oregon Trail Interpretive Center.   

I31bh

I31bi

I31bj

I31bk

I31bl

I31bh

 Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of county lands and colocation with existing facilities (including transportation facilities). 
In addition the Final EIS has been revised to include more information regarding land use 
regulations and zoning within the B2H Project study area. See Section 2.1.1.3 (Recommended 
Route-Variation Options) and Section 3.2.6 for further detail. 

See response to Comment I31e.

I31bi

 Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of private lands. Input from the landowner and the impact on property will be carefully 
considered by Idaho Power during fi nal design and engineering, which could include micro-
siting of the transmission line along the selected route. Idaho Power will negotiate with the 
owners of real property interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired 
by the fi nal location, they are appropriately compensated.

I31bj

 Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of private lands. The impact on property rights will be carefully considered by the Applicant, 
during micro-siting. The Applicant will negotiate with the owners of real property interests 
to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal location, they are 
appropriately compensated. 

I31bk  See response to Comment I31e.

I31bl

 The BLM is not aware of any studies that have been conducted to determine the number of 
people who would be exposed to the visual impacts along the Timber Canyon Alternative 
versus the alternatives near the interpretive center. The methodology has been clarifi ed within 
the Visual Resources section (Section 3.2.12), and the impact analysis results also have been 
clarifi ed to provide information for comparing and contrasting potential impacts.

Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an explanation of the study and analysis 
approach employed for the B2H Project. Chapter 3 has been expanded to provide more 
description of the methods for used for analyzing effects associated with each resource (tiered 
to the overall approach).

Summary comparison of the alternative routes and the environmentally preferable alternative 
is presented in Section 2.6. The description and rationale for the Agency Preferred Alternative 
is presented in Section 2.8 of the Final EIS.
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Question:   What studies have been conducted to determine the number of people who would 
be exposed to negative visual impacts from the power line in the Timber Canyon Alternative?   

Question:   How many people per year would see and be adversely affected by the visual 
impacts of the power line in the Timber Canyon Alternative compared to the number who would 
be adversely affected by the power line in the alternatives near the interpretive center? 

Question:   Please provide a detailed explanation of the methodology and study results 
comparing and contrasting the adverse visual impacts of the alternatives near the interpretive 
center and the Timber Canyon Alternative. 

Question: Please provide a detailed explanation of the criteria used to select the alternative 
with the least negative visual impacts. 

Background:   

At the entrance to the National Forest on the 70 road just northwest of Sparta, the road crests a 
small hill.  Currently, drivers and passengers see trees above Forshey Meadow as they enter the 
national forest.  The Wallowa Mountains are in the background.  If the Timber Canyon 
Alternative is selected, the first thing drivers and passengers will see as they top the hill will be 
the 500 kV power line in a clearcut swath across the hillside in front of them.  We do not believe 
this is appropriate in a National Forest. 

Question:   Please provide a detailed explanation why a 500 kV power line is an appropriate 
first view at the entrance to a National Forest.

Question: What mitigation is planned for the adverse visual impacts of the Timber Canyon 
Alternative at all of the entrances to the National Forest? 

Background: 

Looking at the DEIS page B.7 (Pt. 3)-13 it appears that the power line would be visible from a 
huge percentage of the major forest roads south of the wilderness area.  This is more than just a 
situation of seeing and driving under the power line when entering the forest, then, forgetting it 
because it is in the mirror.  The view from most of the major roads would include the power line.  
We do not think this is an appropriate use for the national forest. 

Question: Were all of these road miles included in the negative impacts documented against 
the Timber Canyon Alternative?  If not, why not? 

Question: Were the road miles of the smaller roads where the power line would be visible 
included in the negative impacts documented against the Timber Canyon Alternative?  If not, 
why not? 

Question: Were the users of these roads that do not own property in the vicinity of the 
Timber Canyon Alternative notified of the impending deterioration of their forest experience?  If 
not, how can this be consistent with a thorough environmental analysis for changing the LRMP? 

Background: 

We have not hiked very far up into the Eagle Cap Wilderness area yet.  We suspect that the power 
line, or at least the clearcut, would be visible from the wilderness area. 

I31bl

I31bm

I31bn

I31bo

I31bm

 Comment noted. The intent of the Visual Resources section (Section 3.2.12) is not to provide 
reasons why views of a power line would be appropriate, but rather to disclose the potential 
impacts of each alternative. Mitigation measures have been considered in the assessment of 
impacts in order to lower the potential degree of impact. These measures are now referred to 
within the Visual Resources section, and are explained in further detail within Chapter 2.

I31bn

 Comment noted. Impacts on National Forest System roads have been considered as 
requested in the Visual Resources section (Section 3.2.12).

BLM and USFS have provided opportunities for public participation (please refer to Section 
4.3).

I31bo
 Impacts to Wilderness Areas are discussed within the Land Use section (Section 3.2.6). The 
Eagle Cap Wilderness does not fall within the visual analysis area, which extends 5 miles from 
the centerline of each alternative.
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Question: Was this negative view included in the analysis in the same manner as a power 
line near the freeway is being included in the analysis? 

Background: 

When we enter the National Forest on the 70 road just northwest of Sparta, we progress toward 
the proposed route of the Timber Canyon Alternative.  We then turn right on the 7005 road and 
then onto the 7010 road to reach our property.  We would be forced to drive parallel to or under 
this monstrosity of a power line for most of the last 10 minutes to reach our property.  Then, we 
will have to look at and/or listen to the power line from our property.  Some of our neighbors will 
have the same negative experience.  We do not believe this is appropriate in a National Forest. 

Since this EIS process is also the process to revise the LMRP for the Wallowa-Whitman National 
Forest, we are taking this opportunity to express our extreme opposition to this proposed change 
in the LMRP and this shortened process for consideration of the change.  We do not feel that the 
short summary of impacts caused by this alternative, as presented in the DEIS, is even close to 
adequately assessing the impacts caused on the forest experience that this power line would 
cause.  We believe that any changes to the LMRP should be thoroughly studied in a separate 
process with adequate public review by all involved.  The proposed change should not be made 
hidden in this power line EIS process.  Even if a larger process is conducted, we will still oppose 
the change. 

Question: Please provide a thorough explanation how the proposed changes to the LMRP 
are consistent with US Forest Service requirements for LMRPs.  

Question: Please provide a thorough analysis of all the factors affected by a change to the 
LMRP.

Background: 

According to one of the presenters at the public meeting in Baker City on 14 August 2012, the 
Timber Canyon Alternative will add $50 million to the cost of the B2H project.   

Question: Please provide a detailed description of the logic and reasonableness of spending 
$50 million on the Timber Canyon Alternative to prevent the B2H power line from being visible 
from the Oregon Trail Interpretive Center when other power lines are visible from the interpretive 
center already.   

Background:   

The staff at an interpretive center guides the experiences of the visitors.  That is why staff is 
hired.  When people visit an interpretive center on top of a hill near an urban area with an airport, 
highways and power lines, they are not surprised to see the development.

Question:   If the staff and volunteers at the interpretive center  

1) are instructed not to point out either 

a) the 500 kV power line next to the other existing power line in the Flagstaff Alternative, 
or

b) the 500 kV power line in the Proposed Action, and 

2) are instructed not to make adverse comments about the 500 kV power line, and  

I31bo

I31bp

I31bq

I31br

I31bp

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts (from the B2H Project, including 
proposed plan amendments to BLM RMPs or USFS LRMPs) would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project. Chapter 3 has 
been expanded to provide more description of the methods for used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach). Chapter 3 also provides more 
information about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on 
resources along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-scale 
maps is provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on the 
resources along all of the alternative routes.

I31bq

 The Timber Canyon Alternative was re-evaluated for the Final EIS to better identify potential 
impacts associated with this alternative. This route would require a forest plan amendment. In 
addition, this route is 19 miles longer than other routes in this segment. See Section 2.1.1.3 
(Recommended Route-Variation Options). 

I31br  Comment noted.
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3) are instructed not to make adverse comments about Idaho Power Company for having built the 
power line, then 

how many visitors would even question the existence of the 500 kV power line?  Please provide 
supporting evidence for your answer.  

Background: 

The East Route Alternative, shown on page 3-48 in the Siting Study, August 2010 
(B2H_Siting_Study_8-17-10.pdf), crosses Highway 86 near the intersection of the Keating Cut-
Off Road.  As the motoring public drives through that area, the 500 kV power line crossing the 
highway may block the view of the Wallowa Mountains.  Some of us would rather view 
mountains than either a 500 kV power line or Oregon Trail tracks. 

Question: Will the noted East Route Alternative be routed so that it does not block the view 
of the Wallowa Mountains when it crosses Highway 86?  If not, why not? 

 Question: How will the motorists' view of the Wallowa Mountains be protected from the 
negative visual impacts of the power line for the noted East Route Alternative? 

Question: Please provide detailed results of the studies conducted to assess the negative 
aesthetic impact of building a 500 kV power line between Highway 86 and the Wallowa 
Mountains if that power line is within sight of Highway 86.  

Question: Please compare and contrast the relative numbers of motorists who enjoy the 
views of the Wallowa Mountains compared to the numbers of visitors to the Oregon Trail 
Interpretive Center.  Include detailed discussion of the impacts caused by views of the power line 
in the various alternatives.  

Background: 

At the public meeting in Baker City on 8 January 2015, we looked at some of the pictures relating 
to the possible power line locations around the Oregon Trail Interpretive Center (OTIC).  In 
general, we prefer the darker natina colored towers that blend in better in normal lighting 
conditions with the darker sagebrush backgrounds in that area.  We prefer the lattice towers so 
there are less of them and their fragmented appearance can help them blend in.  From some of the 
pictures we see that the lighter colored towers may fit in better on ridges where they will be sky-
lighted.

When we drive westbound on the east side of the OTIC, we would not be concerned about seeing 
the power line if it crossed the highway near the entrance to the OTIC.  We are not focused on 
watching that local terrain or the view of the center.  With the Proposed Action and Flagstaff 
Alternative, we will have to cross the power line route either east or west of the center.  East 
would be better from our perspective.  On the east side, it would be hidden somewhat by the 
distraction of the close-by hills.  On the west side, it would interfere with the view of the valley 
and the Elkhorn Mountains as we start down the hill into the Baker Valley. 

Farther east of the OTIC (PhotoSim Fig. 1B-25), if the power line is held down off the ridge a 
little so it is a little closer to the highway for reduced visibility, it would not bother us.  However 
if moving the towers closer to the highway makes them look taller, then keeping the towers 
farther away may be better.  Without more information, we can't say which would be better.  The 
mountains above the highway are the most scenic part of that area in our opinions. 

I31bs I31bs

 The East Route Alternative (as described in the comment) was considered by the Applicant 
when identifying a route for the Proposed Action, as described in the 2010 Siting Study. 
CEQ does not require that all reasonable alternatives have to be considered; rather, a reason-
able range of alternatives should be considered. The EIS identifi ed and analyzed a reasonable 
range of alternatives. The East Route Alternative (as described in the comment) is not included 
or analyzed in the EIS.

Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the Final 
EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2
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From the perspective of the OTIC hilltop (we were there in Sep 2014), most of the views that are 
promoted are to the west.  Tucking the power line in along the base of the hill on the east side 
would not be too objectionable to us.  When we were on the east side of the facility, we were 
focused on the parking lot and the wagon display, not the view out to the east from the parking 
lots.   

While looking out to the west, there are already many man-made features.  Following 
construction, we think the dark lattice towers would tend to blend into the terrain.  We don't think 
they would be objectionable any more than the freeway and existing power lines.  However from 
the perspective of Observation Point 5-25C as shown in the photo simulations, we agree that any 
of the tower configurations would sure have a negative effect on the view.  We do wonder, 
however, what percentage of the visitors actually go clear to that observation point. 

Driving eastbound, the power line on the Proposed Action would not be visible except for a very 
short distance right at the top of the hill.  We do not think this would distract from the view since 
the crossing would be so close to the hills on both sides of the road.  By the time the view opens 
some into the valley, the power line would be in the mirror. 

Opinion: From our perspective on a visual basis only, we'd prefer to see the power line on 
the east side of the OTIC. 

Background: 

Looking at the maps where the Proposed Action and the Flagstaff Alternative separate along I-84 
southeast of Baker City, there is some new information we did not find in the DEIS.  Near exit 
313 on the freeway and extending northerly across the hillside, there was a rangeland fire in the 
summer of 2014.  We do not know the full extent of the burned area or how it relates to the 
Proposed Action route.  This fire may have changed the impacts that the Proposed Action would 
cause on sage grouse. 

Suggestion: We suggest you investigate the effects of the fire to see if it significantly reduced 
the negative aspects of the Proposed Action.  

Background: 

At the public meeting in Baker City on 8 January 2015, we looked at maps of the sage grouse 
areas of concern.  We vaguely remember seeing the edge of the area of concern somewhere 
between the Proposed Action and the Flagstaff Alternative. 

Question: Is there a location where the power line route could go from the Proposed Action 
to the Flagstaff Alternative to miss some of the sage grouse habitat but still go east of the OTIC?
Our thought is somewhere around mile 158 of the Proposed Action to somewhere between miles 
7 and 8 of the Flagstaff Alternative.  The Proposed Route would be used to the north and the 
Flagstaff Alternative would be used to the south. 

Social

Background: 

I31bt

I31bu

I31bt  The EIS has been revised to include analysis of fi re impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse habitat in 
the B2H Project area. 

I31bu

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.
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As a family with engineering and ecological backgrounds and interests, we are forced to consider 
the sustainability of development.  We must ask the questions relating to our ability as a society 
to survive if we continue fragmenting our environment.   

Question: Please provide a detailed discussion of the sustainable and unsustainable aspects 
of the Timber Canyon Alternative to move electric power from north central Oregon to southwest 
Idaho.

Background: 

As society becomes more urbanized, there is a growing need for wildlands for kids to be exposed 
to nature.  Fragmenting a national forest with a 500 kV power line will reduce the value of the 
national forest as wildlands for future generations. 

Question: Please provide an assessment of the social costs associated with construction of a 
500 kV power line in a national forest such as the Timber Canyon Alternative would do. 

Background: 

We have used our property near mile 29 of the Timber Canyon Alternative as a training area for 
Boy Scouts and other youth.  It is a safe area to take them out in the woods so they can learn to 
navigate using maps and compasses in forest settings.  The addition of a 500 kV power line in the 
neighborhood would be such an overpowering, unnatural landmark that it would totally destroy 
the usability of our property and the surrounding national forest for this training purpose.   

Question: Please justify the destruction of the forest wildland experience opportunities that 
the Timber Canyon Alternative would cause. 

Background: 

Access to our property near mile 29 of the Timber Canyon Alternative is via forest road 7010.  
We will be forced to drive under this huge power line every time we approach or leave our 
property.  In addition to the visual and emotional impacts, there will be physical impacts as well.  
In this area, blowing snow will collect in the clearcut under the power line.  This extra snow will 
be in an area of already heavy drifts that are the limiting factor in our early spring access to our 
property.  The construction of the power line will delay our access and use of our property in the 
spring.

Question: Please describe in detail the mitigation to be provided for the delayed access to 
our property each year caused by the Timber Canyon Alternative. 

Background: 

The DEIS indicates on page 3-468 that the area of impact for recreational uses extends 0.5 mile 
from the project centerline.  Our property is well within that range of influence. 

Question: How will we be compensated for significant negative impacts on our recreational 
use of our property if the Timber Canyon Alternative is selected? 

Background:  

I31bv

I31bw

I31bx

I31by

I31bz

I31bv  See response to Comment I31be.

I31bw  The social and economic effects of the B2H Project are addressed in Section 3.2.17.

I31bx

 Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of private lands. Input from the landowner and the impact on property will be carefully 
considered by Idaho Power during fi nal design and engineering, which could include micro-
siting of the transmission line along the selected route. Idaho Power will negotiate with the 
owners of real property interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired 
by the fi nal location, they are appropriately compensated.

I31by

 Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of private lands. However, the specifi c analysis requested is beyond the scope of the Final EIS.

Input from the landowner and the impact on property will be carefully considered by Idaho 
Power during fi nal design and engineering, which could include micro-siting of the transmission 
line along the selected route. Idaho Power will negotiate with the owners of real property 
interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal location, they 
are appropriately compensated. 

I31bz

 Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of private lands. Input from the landowner and the impact on property will be carefully 
considered by Idaho Power during fi nal design and engineering, which could include micro-
siting of the transmission line along the selected route. Idaho Power will negotiate with the 
owners of real property interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired 
by the fi nal location, they are appropriately compensated.
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Due to the number of forest roads, the area around our property is probably considered to be 
Roaded Natural.  However, because of the very low traffic on those roads during the times we use 
our property, we have a low expectation of interaction with other users.  In the off-road areas, we 
expect to see timber management activities since it is a well managed forest.  We very seldom see 
anyone else off-road since it is not a common destination location during the times we use it. 

In the DEIS Table 3-123. Recreation Effects Intensity Criteria, the descriptions refer to the land 
management agency.  We see on lines 11-18, p 3-492, that federal Recreational Opportunity 
Spectrum designations do not apply to private lands but the private lands were included in the 
assessment.  Selection of the Timber Canyon Alternative would result in moderate effects to 
recreational resources. 

Opinion: From our perspective, the assessment of impacts should be high, not the 
moderate rating given in the DEIS.  We expect to see forest management activities.  We expect to 
occasionally see other users.  We do not expect to see and do not want to see a monstrosity of a 
power line from our forest property.  We do not have and do not want electricity to be available 
on our property.  We certainly don't want to see or hear a 500 kV power line next door.  We want 
our recreation to be as quiet and secluded as possible.  We want our recreation to be in a forest 
setting, not an industrial or urban setting. 

Background: 

Since private land owners have spent a significant amount of personal money to purchase 
locations for recreation, we believe the impacts from the power line would be more significant 
than experienced by the general forest user.   

Question: Please include a separate analysis considering and quantifying the negative 
impacts on the recreational use of private property along the Timber Canyon Alternative.   

Background: 

People who live in the vicinity of the Timber Canyon Alternative chose to do so to be closer to 
wildness than urban areas. 

Question: Please provide a detailed description of the negative impacts of urbanization on 
the lives and times of rural areas. 

Background: 

Today, our country faces risks from radical people who want to destroy our way of life.  
Accordingly, we must protect our energy infrastructure against terrorist acts. 

According to the DEIS: 

However, given the extensive security measures … it is considered extremely remote and 
unlikely that a significant terrorist or sabotage act would occur.  (DEIS p 3-390) 

We disagree with this optimistic conclusion.  While we are not paranoid about impending attacks, 
we do believe that the remote location of the Timber Canyon Alternative will increase the 
likelihood of attacks on the bulk power system.  In fact, the remote location would make it easier 
to attack and slip away into the forest.  We understand that you would not want to point out this 
susceptibility to the opposition, but we hope that you understand, admit, and seriously consider 
the risks when making your final decisions. 

I31ca

I31cb

I31cc

I31ca  Comment noted. Applicant-committed design features including selective mitigation measures 
will be used to reduce recreational impacts.

I31cb  See response to Comment I31e.

I31cc   See response to Comment I31e.
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Question: Please provide a detailed analysis of the security implications of building the 500 
kV power line through remote areas, such as the Timber Canyon Alternative, instead of in areas 
with existing development and more people.   

Background:   

Since we must protect our electric infrastructure from terrorists and vandals, some means may be 
necessary to reduce or prevent the public's use of the right of way. 

Question: What steps will be required to restrict public access to the right of way for the 
security of the power line if the Timber Canyon Alternative is selected? 

Mitigation

Background: 

We do not want the power line in the Timber Canyon Alternative route.  However, if you select 
that route, we would like some input during the final route selection.  After an initial field review 
of the proposed route, we have a minor modification to offer as Mitigation Proposal 1.  This 
assessment is based on very poor maps and our estimates of where we were in the field.  If this 
route is selected, we are willing to meet in the field to discuss the finer points of our ideas and to 
refine them to fit the final plans.  If the Timber Canyon route is selected and our Mitigation 
Proposal 1 is rejected, we offer Mitigation Proposal 2. 

Mitigation Proposal 1:  

Figure 1 in these comments shows an adaptation of Landowner Map number 65 (B2H 
201207_Aerial_11x17_65of94.pdf).  For ease of describing our thoughts, we will start near mile 
30.  We propose making an angle point somewhere near mile 30.  The power line would run more 
northerly onto the Baker County property (08S44E00500) to avoid the McQuain property 
(08S44E00600).  Then, the route would turn more westerly to run roughly parallel to the 
McQuain property until it is about 500 feet southwesterly of mile 29.2.  Then, it would return to 
the original route someplace in the vicinity of Mile 29 to 28.8.  

In 2012 when we first put this mitigation proposal together, the Wallowa-Whitman National 
Forest Snow Basin Vegetation Management Project (Snow Basin) was preparing to harvest the 
timber on the national forest property in the vicinity of mile 29.2 to 29.45 between the Brewer 
and McQuain properties.  This harvest project is in progress now.  Looking toward the proposed 
power line route from the Brewer's property on the north, the view is currently mostly blocked by 
tall trees.  If the Snow Basin project removes the tall trees, the power line will be directly visible 
from our property.  We requested that the B2H project coordinate with the Snow Basin project to 
leave the tapered buffer on the south side of the power line for the McQuain property buffer and 
leave a 200 foot buffer on the north side of the power line between mile 29 and mile 30 to serve 
as a buffer for our property (Brewer 07S44E3300400) and the Ward property (07S44E3300100).  
This buffer would also need to be provided on the Baker County property (08S44E00500).  The 
buffers would remain as buffers for the life of the power line.   

I31cd

I31ce

I31cf

I31cg

I31cd  See response to Comment I31e.

I31ce

 The Applicant has committed to a site-specifi c Selective Mitigation Measure to limit new or 
improved accessibility to areas previously inaccessible. The accessibility of B2H Project roads 
and rights-of-way to the public is addressed in analysis of impacts of motorized traffi c in the 
Final EIS, Sections 3.2.6 and 3.2.19.

I31cf  See response to Comment I31bu.

I31cg

 The Final EIS has been updated to include evaluation of existing timberlands and analysis 
of potential impacts. See Section 3.2.6 for further detail. In addition, impact analysis and 
mitigation measures have been more clearly identifi ed and organized to address impact and 
mitigation associated with revegetation. 
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Figure 1 – Brewer's Mitigation Proposal 1 

As shown in Figure 1, there would be a tapered 200 to 700 foot wide buffer of national 
forest/county timberland between the power line and the McQuain property and a 200 foot buffer 
on the north side of the power line.  This would serve as a visual and audio buffer to help mitigate 
for the presence of this huge, non-natural structure.   

Mitigation Proposal 2:  

Figure 2 in these comments shows an adaptation of Landowner Map number 65 (B2H 
201207_Aerial_11x17_65of94.pdf).  If our Mitigation Proposal 1 is not acceptable, we propose 
this second possibility.  The power line would be left on the original route shown on the map.  As 
mitigation for our property (Brewer 07S44E3300400),  we requested that the Snow Basin Project 
leave (not harvest) a 200 foot wide buffer along our south property line as shown in Figure 2.  
This would serve as a visual and audio buffer to help mitigate for the presence of this huge, non-
natural structure.  This buffer would remain as a buffer for the life of the power line.  So far in the 
progress of the timber harvest, it appears the harvest plan is leaving a buffer along our property.  
While we don't know if their actions are in response to our earlier proposal, we greatly appreciate 
the USFS' response and consideration of our concerns. 

I31ch I31ch

 Comment noted. The Applicant has committed to several design features and site specifi c 
selective mitigation measures designed to avoid or reduce anticipated B2H Project effects. 
These mitigation measures have been considered as a requirement for construction, 
operation, and maintenance and will be transferred to the Plan of Development which will be a 
condition of the Record of decision and a stipulation of the right-of-way grant.
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Figure 2 – Brewer's Mitigation Proposal 2 
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I32a  

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Saturday, January 10, 2015 11:26 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I'm concerned about the visual impact of the 600KV line between Lime 

and Durkee.  All of the proposed plans have the line running alongside I-84 for a good part of 
that distance and the BLM prefer

Tom Brown <tom@V dataUSA.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/96832
I'm concerned about the visual impact of the 600KV line between Lime and Durkee. All of the proposed plans have the
line running alongside I 84 for a good part of that distance and the BLM preferred plan has the line crossing I 84 three
times. It has been much said that line should follow the transportation corridor since it is already cluttered. But rather
than use existing clutter as an excuse to add more clutter, we could view this as an opportunity to reduce the clutter by
proceeding with the 138/69KV rebuild, and modifying the Timber Canyon Alternative to bypass and preserve the scenic
Burnt River Gorge and Durkee Valley. This would also avoid conflict with private property along the I 84 corridor. The
suggested modification is to have the 600KV line cross I 84 North of Huntington as planned, but then route it North,
leaving the corridor and joining the proposed Timber Canyon Alternative south of Richland. The land crossed by the
modification is mostly BLM with very little buildup. Yes, the terrain is rough, but the "unfavorable terrain" argument
should not carry much weight in planning the 600KV route. Dealing with the terrain is a one time inconvenience, but
any impairment of our scenic highway will go on forever. An estimated 15,000 cars per day pass through the gorge and
they should continue to have the awesome views that we enjoy now. The Lime to Durkee stretch has a bright future if
we can balance progress and preservation.

I32a
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I33

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter  3.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: V-data/CircuitShell <tom@V-dataUSA.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 26, 2015 8:50 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Modification of Burnt River Alternative

In an earlier comment I expressed concern about the visual impact of the transmission line as it parallels and crosses I 84
and the Oregon Trail repeatedly between Lime and Weatherby, and about conflicts with property owners from Lime to
Durkee. As a solution, I suggested that the transmission line cross I 84 once between Huntington and Lime and continue
north to intercept the Timber Canyon Alternative South of Richland. Since then I have learned that the Timber Canyon
Alternative is also facing strong property owner opposition. Instead of foisting the problem off on others, I believe the
Lime to Durkee community is prepared to take the bullet and accept the Burnt River Alternative, if it is modified to leave
the Proposed Route around Lime to swing further west across almost entirely public land, more completely avoiding
Durkee Valley, and crossing I 84 north west of Durkee. This would minimize the degradation of our scenic highway and
high value farm and ranch land.

Tom Brown
Durkee, OR

I33a
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 I34a  Comment noted.I34a
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 I35a  Comment noted.I35a
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 I36a

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the Final 
EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported through-
out Chapter 3.

The Timber Canyon Alternative was re-evaluated for the Final EIS to better identify potential 
impacts associated with this alternative. This route crosses mixed conifer forest, which is of 
particular concern for the Forest Service. The Forest Service expressed concern about loss 
of forested habitat (and associated effects on wildlife habitat and timber products). This route 
would require a forest plan amendment. In addition, this route is 19 miles longer than other 
routes in this segment. See Section 2.1.1.3 (Recommended Route-Variation Options) for 
further detail.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Chuck Buchanan <chuckb@sisleycreekpress.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 2:37 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Fwd: B2H route through Baker County

To Whom It May Concern: 

I have lived in the Durkee Valley for my entire life. I grew up on my family's ranch near Durkee, and I am very 
attached to the land here. My husband and I have been ranching together in Durkee for the last 30 years. The 
original route proposal, which I have been told has since been removed from consideration due to issues with 
sage grouse habitat, would have brought the transmission line almost directly over my house. After having 
reviewed the Burnt River Alternate I don't believe that this alternative is much better than the first one. 

Even after all the public meetings and calls for comment, the Burnt River Alternate would still put the 
transmission line through high-value agricultural land, which is not acceptable. I don't feel that this new route 
has not been properly studied, and a lot more study needs to be done before it can even be a possible option. 
Instead I would like to tell you about a modification of that proposed route that was discussed and found much 
more acceptable by the local Durkee residents at a community meeting late in February 2015. This is that 
modification as discussed at that meeting: 

Beginning at Milepost 2 of the Burnt River Alternate, proceed directly south to the Township 12/Township 13 
boundary line. 
Follow this line due east to the midpoint of Range 43 E. 
Turn precisely southeast until approximately 1.5 miles south of the Range 43 E boundary line. 
Turn due east to the existing alternate routing line, connecting to this line at approximately mile 191.5. 

This modification to the route would avoid sage grouse habitat along with impacting the smallest amount of 
private agricultural ground. 

Please consider this modification of the Burnt River Alternate carefully, as it will impact the fewest people and 
the least amount of critical habitat in the area. 

Sincerely,

Cheryl Buchanan 
Durkee, Oregon

I36a



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-78

Chuck BuchananI37

 I37a

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Sisley Creek Press <pubdept@sisleycreekpress.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 2:22 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: B2H route through Baker County

To Whom It May Concern: 

I have lived in the Durkee Valley for nearly 40 years, having moved here in 1979. My wife and I have been 
ranching together in Durkee for 30 of those years. The original route proposal, which has since been scrapped 
due to issues with sage grouse habitat, would have brought your transmission line almost directly over my 
house. The new proposed route through Baker County, specifically the Burnt River Alternate, isn't much better.

The new route proposal still, after all the previous comments, puts the transmission line through high-value 
agricultural land, which is not acceptable. In addition, this new route has not been properly studied, and requires 
much greater study before it can even be a viable option. That having been said, I would like to bring to your 
attention a modification of that proposed route that was discussed and found much more acceptable by the local 
Durkee residents at a community meeting late in February 2015. To whit: 

Beginning at Milepost 2 of the Burnt River Alternate, proceed directly south to the Township 12/Township 13 
boundary line. 
Follow this line due east to the midpoint of Range 43 E. 
Turn precisely southeast until approximately 1.5 miles south of the Range 43 E boundary line. 
Turn due east to the existing alternate routing line, connecting to this line at approximately mile 191.5. 

This proposed routing would affect the smallest amount of private agricultural property as well as avoiding 
currently defined sage grouse habitat. 

Please consider this modification of the Burnt River Alternate carefully, as it will impact the fewest people and 
the least amount of critical habitat in the area. 

Sincerely,

Chuck Buchanan 
Durkee, Oregon 

--
Chuck Buchanan 
Sisley Creek Press
Durkee, OR 
Member, Western Writers of America 
Author of the Deputies series 

I37a
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 I38a

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Mema <jb47ranch@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 7:40 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Fwd: B2H route through Baker County

To Whom It May Concern: 

I have lived in the Durkee area all my life. My family has been ranching in this area for over 100 
years, and I am proud of our stewardship of the land. The original route proposal, which is no 
longer being considered due to issues with sage grouse habitat, would have brought your 
transmission line through a big piece of our family ranch, with no benefit to me or any of my 
family. The new proposed route through Baker County, and specifically the Burnt River 
Alternate, doesn't appear to me to be much of an improvement, aside from the fact that it would 
affect my neighbors more than myself. This is still not especially palatable. 

While admittedly avoiding the bulk of my property, The new route proposal still puts the 
transmission line through high-value agricultural land, which is just not a good thing to do, in my 
opinion. In addition, I believe that this new route has not been properly studied, and requires 
much greater study before it can even be a worthwhile option. At a community meeting in 
Durkee in late February a change to the Burnt River Alternate was proposed that was agreeable 
to the majority of those at the meeting. The description of that proposal follows: 

Beginning at Milepost 2 of the Burnt River Alternate, proceed directly south to the Township 
12/Township 13 boundary line. 
Follow this line due east to the midpoint of Range 43 E. 
Turn precisely southeast until approximately 1.5 miles south of the Range 43 E boundary line. 
Turn due east to the existing alternate routing line, connecting to this line at approximately mile 
191.5.

The route change above would touch the least amount of private agricultural property as well as 
avoiding currently defined sage grouse habitat. 

Please consider this modification of the Burnt River Alternate. I believe that this change would 
affect the fewest people and the least amount of critical habitat in the area. 

Sincerely,

Jean Bunch 
Durkee, Oregon

I38a
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I39a  Comment noted.I39a
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I39b  

 Alternative analysis has been revised to include additional routes and variations resulting from 
the Draft EIS comment period. The colocation with existing utilities is given preference where 
feasible. The use of private and public land was also considered in order to minimize impacts 
to private residences, sensitive environmental resources, protection of farmlands, and critical 
management areas in conjunction with local, state and federal land use guidance.

I39b
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1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Wayne Burck <mjandwab@cmug.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 15, 2015 10:44 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: website comment

Sirs: I am a member of the Oregon California Trails Association, and I am opposed to the projected route of the
proposed Boardman to Hemingway powerline route through Oregon because of the damage it would do to the
historically significant Oregon Trail. The trail will not renew itself once it is damaged or destroyed. No mitigation would
ever restore or bring back the trail once it is gone.

Wayne A. Burck
34370 Kamph Drive NE

Albany, Oregon 97322

300422

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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 I41a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 4:04 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: As the route of the B2H project has been brought to my attention, I feel 

it is necessary to comment on the detriment the proposed route could pose to a number of 
private landowners, including many dea

Marty Campbell <campbellcommunications@hotmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102928
As the route of the B2H project has been brought to my attention, I feel it is necessary to comment on the detriment the
proposed route could pose to a number of private landowners, including many dear friends who sacrifice a lot of blood,
sweat and tears to build their agricultural businesses, raise their families, and establish a decent quality of life. It is
critical that Idaho Power reconsider their proposed route in order to steer away from private land, and especially
dwellings and/or farmsteads. Many of the properties along the proposed route have been a part of these families for
generations, and I have lived and worked on some of them myself. The grandeur and beauty of those places will be
forever altered by Idaho Power's proposal, and so will the lives and livelihoods of those who live and work along that
route. Thank you.

I41a
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 I42a  Comments noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 1:33 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: This is not needed and a serious encroachment on private property 

rights.  Take the line down the interstate!

Vicki Cantlon <vicki@cantlon.org>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102913
This is not needed and a serious encroachment on private property rights. Take the line down the interstate!I42a
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1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Katie Hartman <khartman@enviroissues.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 11:33 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: FW: B2H - DEIS
Attachments: B2H Draft EIS rev 1-7.docx

From: Theisen, Jennifer [mailto:jtheisen@blm.gov]
Sent:Monday, February 23, 2015 12:55 PM
To: Katie Hartman
Cc: Tamara Gertsch
Subject: Fwd: B2H DEIS

Hi Katie, 

Gail has submitted several sets of comments and cc'd me, including another submission last week. 

I have saved all of them including the first one from January 7,  attached below. 

Jennifer 

Jennifer Theisen 
Archaeologist 
Bureau of Land Management 
Vale, Oregon 
541-473-6206

Right-click here to download pictures.  To help protect your privacy, Outlook prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Gail C <mcgccarb@bendbroadband.com>
Date: Wed, Jan 7, 2015 at 9:00 PM 
Subject: B2H - DEIS 
To: "Jennifer Theisen: BLM" <jtheisen@blm.gov>, Renee Straub - BLM-B2H <rstraub@blm.gov>
Cc: "Tamara Gertsch: BLM-B2H" <tgertsch@blm.gov>
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2

Please accept this attachment as my up dated response to the B2H DEIS.
If this is not acceptable, please let me know. Nice meeting last Monday in Boardman.

best to you all
Gail Carbiener
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I43a

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized and approved as appropriate by the Public Utilities Commission in 
each state. The Applicant’s goals and objectives for a project are outlined in their IRP, which is 
updated every two years and can be found at http://www.pacifi corp.com/es/irp.html.
The BLM’s purpose and need is to respond to the application for right-of-way across lands it 
administers. 

The BLM does not agree that the statement in Section 1.4.1 implies that the Applicant is 
“required” to build the proposed B2H Project.

The Applicant’s 2015 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), a long-term resource planning study, 
recently reaffi rmed that the B2H Project is essential to serving future growth in customer 
demand. Previous IRPs also identifi ed the need for this transmission line project, going back 
to the 2006 IRP. The 2015 IRP indicates the need of the B2H Project remains strong. When 
fi nished, the B2H Project would help provide low-cost energy to the Applicant’s customers in 
southern Idaho and eastern Oregon. The B2H Project also would interconnect with existing 
transmission systems owned by B2H Project partners Pacifi Corp and the Bonneville Power 
Administration, allowing greater amounts of electricity to move bi-directionally throughout 
the Pacifi c Northwest. The B2H Project also would add capacity to transmit electricity during 
high summer-month loading conditions and could serve renewable projects if developed. This 
would help meet a regional need and provides benefi ts to the entire area, much of which is 
served, directly or indirectly, by those two providers. In addition, the B2H Project would allow 
the Applicant to serve its growing load without building carbon-emitting resources.

Comments by Gail Carbiener
On the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project

January 5, 2015

Tamara Gertsch
BLM National Project Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Vale District Office
100 Oregon Street
Vale, Oregon 97918

I appreciate the opportunity to provide comments relating to the Bureau of Land
Management’s draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Line Project (B2H). Although an active member of the Oregon California Trails Association
(OCTA), I am commenting as an individual. I expect that I will make additional comments prior to the
March 19, 2015 end of 90 day public comment period.

Since the first SF 299, (Application for Transportation and Utility Systems and Facilities on
Federal Lands), in December 2007, Idaho Power and the BLM have worked to secure public approvals,
changed routes, and worked diligently to bring this project to this point in early 2015. During these
seven years, considerable funds and time have been spent, but both the BLM and Idaho Power and all
the contracted consultants have failed to sufficiently justify the need for the project.

I recognize that the BLM has a legal obligation to not grant, grant with modifications, or deny
Idaho Power Company’s (IPC) application for a right of way (ROW) on public lands as stated in DEIS
1.2.1) and amend any Resource Management Plans (RMP) that stand in the way. That is exactly what
the BLM proposes to do!

The BLM makes no effort to determine if the project itself is in the best interest of the public.
The BLM accepts the multitude of organizations that encourage redundancy in infrastructure as reason
enough to proceed.

BLM implies that Idaho Power is “required” by Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) to
build this transmission line to comply with Federal Laws (1.4.1). As quoted in the DEIS (1.4.1) Under
FERC tariff requirement, public utilities, such as IPC, must plan, design, construct, operate, and maintain
an adequate electric transmission system that not only meets the customer’s energy demands but also
meets the customer’s peak load demands. IPC in their current Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) has
stated they do not need this transmission for either situations.

In DEIS 1.4.2 the BLM states that IPC must prepare an Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) for both
Oregon and Idaho Public Utility Commissions, which they have done. The IRP (prepared for 2013)
states; …….. the B2H Project – or a general resource similar to it – has served as a critical component of
every acknowledged IPC IRP since 2000.

I43a
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I43b

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility of BLM and other 
land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way across lands it 
administers. The most readily available information was used during development of the Draft 
EIS.

I43c See response to I43b.

I43d  See response to Comment I43b.

The applicants Interest and Objectives on DEIS page S 2, states:
“The B2H Project is neither required to support any particular new power generation project

nor justified by any particular existing power generation project. Rather, the B2H Project would meet
IPC’s obligations to meet Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Oregon Public Utility Commission,
and the Idaho Public Utility Commission requirements. IPC would meet these requirements by
providing a high capacity connection between two key points in the existing bulk electric system,
adding capacity to transmit electricity during periods of high demand and accommodate third party
transmission requests.”

This statement certainly does not support the NEED for the B2H project. None of the
“obligations” referred to in the statement above, require Idaho Power to build this transmission line.

IPC filed with the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) a Form 8 K dated January 20, 2011
that estimated the total cost of the B2H project to be $820 million, and be in service by 2015. Needless
to say the cost has gone up and they now estimate service to begin in 2020. The rate payers will pay
for this cost in their electric rates. The BLM has an obligation to determine if this transmission line is
in the public’s best interest.

Idaho Power’s 2011 Integrated Resource Plan Update and the 2013 Integrated Resource Plan
(IRP) acknowledges several points that will eliminate the need for additional power via the B2H
transmission line.
Examples:

“Special” contract customers did not materialize resulting in 128 average MW of power not
being needed in the future.
IPC forecasts average system load “lower” than was forecasted in the 2011 IRP.
Economic recovery is occurring at a slower pace than was forecasted.
Forecasted Natural Gas prices were nearly five times current price and no analysis was done to
determine benefits of new gas powered generation plants.
The Gateway West Transmission line should supply sufficient power to the IPC.

The Idaho Power Company partners (Bonneville Power and Pacific Corp) have made significant
decisions recently that the BLM should consider in determining the need for the B2H project.
Examples:

Portland General Electric (PGE) and BPA have cancelled the Cascade Crossing project which
would have included either the Grassland or Longhorn substations. The President of PGE is
quoted; “As a result of changes in demand on the BPA transmission grid, as a result of less
renewables trying to get to California and just demands for transmission, Bonneville has no
longer what we viewed as a constraint on the transmission grid.” (6/4/2013: Oregon Public
Broadcasting Web site, Earthfix.opb.org)

I43b

I43c

I43d
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I43e  See response to Comment I43b.

I43f  See response to Comment I43b.

I43g  See response to Comment I43b.

Portland General Electric started building the Carty Generating Station a natural gas plant. This
plant will produce 440 MW enough to power 300,000 homes. How will this new generation
effect the need for the B2H project?
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) has not yet determined to build the BLM’s preferred
northern substation, Longhorn.

PacifiCorp, one of Idaho Power’s partners, gave BPA notice in June 2011 that it will terminate its
contractual arrangement with BPA, in June 2016. The PacifiCorp arrangement allowed BPA to service
six preference customers in southeastern Idaho. BPA is currently looking at options to serve these
customers.

In a SEC form 8 K filing by Idaho Power on January 12, 2012, the three parties to the B2H
project (Idaho Power, PacifiCorp, and Bonneville Power) agreed to a MOU that helps Bonneville Power
serve the six preference customers in southern Idaho. It reads:

Memorandum of Understanding, dated January 12, 2012, among Idaho Power, PacifiCorp, and BPA
(2012 MOU):

The 2012 MOU provides that the parties will negotiate in good faith the terms of mutually
satisfactory definitive agreements that would allow BPA to meet its load service obligations in
southeast Idaho. It provides that the parties will explore opportunities to establish eastern Idaho load
service from the Hemingway substation in exchange for similar service from the Federal Columbia River
Transmission System (FCRTS), and will consider whether to replace certain transmission arrangements
involving existing assets with joint ownership transmission or other arrangements.

The 2012 MOU outlines at least two potential alternatives for further negotiation, as follows:
• Alternative 1: BPA would obtain a network service option from the Hemingway substation to the
existing BPA service points in eastern Idaho. Idaho Power would sell and PacifiCorp would acquire Idaho
Power's existing assets necessary to provide BPA's long term load service. BPA would also work to plan
an amount of FCRTS capacity sufficient to enable PacifiCorp and Idaho Power to utilize their capacity
shares (up to 650 MW in total) of the Boardman to Hemingway transmission project pursuant to
standard open access transmission tariff terms and conditions.
• Alternative 2: Idaho Power and PacifiCorp would together provide BPA with 600 MW of firm
eastbound ownership rights of assets, or other terms and conditions associated with the combined
systems of Idaho Power and PacifiCorp in southern Idaho, for the primary purpose of serving BPA
service points in eastern Idaho. BPA would provide to PacifiCorp and Idaho Power an equivalent value
of capacity rights, ownership rights of assets, or other terms and conditions associated with the FCRTS
to the western terminus of the Boardman to Hemingway transmission project, or other interconnection
points determined by the parties. The parties would evaluate and consider a number of strategies to
effect the proposed transactions, including, but not limited to, joint ownership of portions of the
Gateway West project.

The 2012 MOU is a non binding statement of intent to explore a larger coordinated solution for
all parties to meet the parties' respective service needs. Any party may terminate the 2012 MOU at any
time, without penalty, and the 2012 MOU automatically expires on December 31, 2014.

I43e

I43f

I43g
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I43h  See response to Comment I43b.

I43i  

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized and approved as appropriate by the Public Utilities Commission in 
each state. The Applicant’s goals and objectives for a project are outlined in their IRP, which is 
updated every two years and can be found at http://www.pacifi corp.com/es/irp.html.

The BLM understands the Applicant considered a range of technologies and has addressed 
such in their 2015 Integrated Resource Plan at http://www.pacifi corp.com/es/irp.html. The BLM 
considers the project description to refl ect the best available technologies and project needs. 
Furthermore, considering alternative forms of energy would not respond to BLM’s purpose 
and need to address the application in front of us for review. Moreover, analyzing such energy 
development as an alternative to the B2H Project would be remote and speculative.

I have not been able to determine what has happened since the expiration date, but it is
interesting to know that these three power providers can find alternative means to supply electric
power to the BPA’s six preference customers.

Bonneville Power Oversupply Management: Mr. Mainzer, Administrator at BPA on March 25,
2014 before the Subcommittee on Water and Power, US House of Representatives, described how BPA
proposes to recover these costs. The Oversupply Management occurs when Bonneville displaces wind
generation in certain oversupply conditions and compensates (wind) generators for lost production tax
credits, renewable energy credits, and losses under certain power sales agreements. BPA proposes to
allocate oversupply costs to generators in Bonneville’s balancing authority area, proportional to their
scheduled use of the transmission system during oversupply events. Multiple parties have challenged
BPA’s right to curtail wind during oversupply situations.

In summary, even though the BLM has over 2000 pages of analysis to comply with
environmental concerns, it has skipped over the fundamental question – is the B2H needed at all.

I believe that the BLM limited their approval of this project to the Right of Way and then relies
upon consultants to provide the necessary study and documentation to support their preferred
alternative. The BLM has not determined if alternatives such as natural gas plant generation,
conservation or other transmission line construction are options. These options, if feasible, would
eliminate degradation of both public and private lands, while reducing significant costs to Oregon and
Idaho ratepayers.

The Boardman to Hemingway transmission line warrants further examination by the BLM and
its consultants to provide to the public a more complete needs analysis.

Respectfully submitted

Gail Carbiener
19506 Pond Meadow Avenue
Bend, OR 97702 3324
541 678 5634

I43h

I43i
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1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Gail C <mcgccarb@bendbroadband.com>
Sent: Monday, January 26, 2015 11:20 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Cc: Jennifer Theisen: BLM
Subject: Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Draft EIS
Attachments: B2H Draft EIS Comments rev 1-26-2015.docx

Tamara Gertsch
BLM National Project Manager
Vale, Oregon

Attached is my response to the DEIS.

Thank you
Gail Carbiener
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 I44a

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized and approved as appropriate by the Public Utilities Commission in 
each state. The Applicant’s goals and objectives for a project are outlined in their IRP, which 
is updated every two years and can be found at http://www.pacifi corp.com/es/irp.html. The 
BLM’s purpose and need is to respond to the application for right-of-way across lands it 
administers. 
After the Draft EIS was released for public review, Idaho Power changed its Proposed Action 
from the previously preferred northern terminus at Grassland Substation, or alternative Horn 
Butte Substation to a northern terminus at Longhorn Station stating that, in the absence of 
the Cascade Crossing transmission line, neither the Grassland or the Horn Butte Substation 
would provide the required approximate 1,000 megawatts of bi-directional capacity and up to 
1,500 megawatts of actual power-fl ow capacity. Therefore, the proposed Grassland or Horn 
Butte substations and the alternative routes to these substations do not meet the objectives 
of the B2H Project. Refer to Final EIS Sections 2.1.1.1 and 2.5.4 for more explanation.

The BLM will decide whether or not to grant, grant with modifi cations, or deny all or part of 
the Applicant’s application for right-of-way on BLM-administered land for the construction, 
operation, and maintenance of the Applicant’s Proposed Action or alternative (Final EIS Sec-
tion 1.3.1).

The Applicant’s 2015 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), a long-term resource planning study, 
recently reaffi rmed that the B2H Project is essential to serving future growth in customer 
demand. Previous IRPs also identifi ed the need for this transmission line project, going back 
to the 2006 IRP. The 2015 IRP indicates the need of the B2H Project remains strong. When 
fi nished, the B2H Project would help provide low-cost energy to the Applicant’s customers in 
southern Idaho and eastern Oregon. The B2H Project also would interconnect with existing 
transmission systems owned by B2H Project partners Pacifi Corp and the Bonneville Power 
Administration, allowing greater amounts of electricity to move bi-directionally throughout 
the Pacifi c Northwest. The B2H Project also would add capacity to transmit electricity during 
high summer-month loading conditions and could serve renewable projects if developed. This 
would help meet a regional need and provides benefi ts to the entire area, much of which is 
served, directly or indirectly, by those two providers. In addition, the B2H Project would allow 
the Applicant to serve its growing load without building carbon-emitting resources. 

It is not the BLM’s role or responsibility to determine whether or not Idaho Power can perform 
fi nancially. The SF-299 application form requires self-certifi cation of fi nancial capability. The 
BLM takes this into consideration when reviewing the right-of-way application. The Applicant 
is a regulated public utility with multiple existing transmission lines in service.

I44b  The analysis Final EIS addresses changes in the Applicant’s project description.

Gail Carbiener January 26, 2015
19506 Pond Meadow Avenue
Bend, OT 97702

Bureau of Land Management
Vale District Office
100 Oregon Street
Vale, OR 97918

Via email: comment@boardmantohemingway.com

Re: Boardman to Hemingway Draft EIS Comments

1.2.1 BLM: Agencies Purpose and Need
I do not question the authority of the BLM to respond to IPC’s application for a right of way

across public lands. I understand the BLM’s need to grant, grant with modifications, or deny IPC’s
application for use of BLM managed public lands to construct, operate, and maintain the B2H Project.

However none of these regulations state that the BLM must accept B2H as the only action in
which to comply based upon the need of Idaho Power.

This DEIS is based upon data developed in 2011 and before. Common sense requires the BLM to
question Idaho Power if economic, financial and electric power needs have changed in these four plus
years. Certainly Idaho Power (IPC) partners have had significant construction and planning changes.
Bonneville Power and Portland General have cancelled Cascade Crossing Transmission project a line to
Grassland substation. PacifiCorp has cancelled their contract with Bonneville Power effective 2016. The
cancelled Mountain States Transmission Intertie (MSTI) was a proposed 500kV AC transmission power
line starting 5 miles south of Townsend, Montana and terminating northeast of Jerome, Idaho.

In 1.2.1 starting at line 1, you state; In accordance with Sections 103(c), 202(c)(1), and 302(a) of
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA, 43 United States Code [U.S.C.] 1701 et
seq.), as amended, public lands and resources under the BLM’s stewardship are to be managed in
accordance with the principles of multiple use and sustained yield that take into account the long term
needs of future generations for renewable and nonrenewable resources. Nowhere does it say that the
BLM is required to issue the ROW permit.

The BLM and its consultants must determine if the need continues to exist to issue a permit for
the ROW to Idaho Power based upon regional changes.

1.3.6 Bonneville Power Administration has yet to decide if they will participate in the project. Has the
BLM determined if Idaho Power can perform financially if BPA decides not to participate? What
alternatives has IPC identified if BPA decides not to participate?

1.4 Idaho Power Company’s Objective for the Project:
Bonneville Power has not yet decided to build the Longhorn Substation, the BLM preferred

northern terminus, and Portland General has cancelled the Cascade Crossing project which would have
had the Grassland Substation as its terminus. Has the BLM or IPC determined if the Grassland
Substation will still be available, and have capacity, with the cancellation of Cascade Crossing and
current MOUs between Bonneville Power, Portland General Electric and PacifiCorp? These agreements
all expire on December 31, 2014, it is now 2015, has the BLM determined current status going
forward?

I44a

I44b
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I44c

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility of BLM and 
other land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way across 
lands it administers. 

I44d

 The Applicant’s 2015 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), a long-term resource planning study, 
recently reaffi rmed that the B2H Project is essential to serving future growth in customer 
demand. Previous IRPs also identifi ed the need for this transmission line project, going back 
to the 2006 IRP. The 2015 IRP indicates the need of the B2H Project remains strong. When 
fi nished, the B2H Project would help provide low-cost energy to the Applicant’s customers 
in southern Idaho and eastern Oregon. The B2H Project also will interconnect with existing 
transmission systems owned by B2H Project partners Pacifi Corp and the Bonneville Power 
Administration, allowing greater amounts of electricity to move throughout the Pacifi c 
Northwest. This helps meet a regional need and provides benefi ts to the entire area, much 
of which is served, directly or indirectly, by those two providers. In addition, the B2H Project 
allows the Applicant to serve its growing load without building carbon-emitting resource.

1.4 line 26: Since the B2H project is neither required to support any particular new generation project
nor justified by any particular existing generation project, the BLM should delay issuing the ROW
permit until firm project commitments are in place.

With PacifiCorp willing to pay 54% or $26.33 million of the permitting costs and BPA committed
to $11.7 million or 24.24% leaving Idaho Power committing 21.21% or $10.23 million of a total cost of
approximately $48 million, seems like the wrong power firm is applying for the ROW.

1.4 line 6: We know that these three points are out of date. The 2013 Integrated Resource Plan and
the initial committee work on the 2015 IRP continue to show that Idaho Power does not need the B2H
for energy requirements. The 2013 IPC Integrated Resource Plan for Sales and Load Forecast quotes;
“The 2013 IRP average system load forecast is lower than the 2011 IRP average system load forecast in
all years of the forecasted period.”
“Economic recovery is occurring at a slower pace than was forecasted in the 2011 IRP. As a result, most
of the economic variables used in the 2013 IRP forecast were lowered and improvement in economic
conditions has been delayed in the 2013 load forecast.”

The BLM should not ignore this data.

1.4.1 and 1.4.2: Both Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and Idaho and Oregon Public Utility
Commissions have requirements for providing customers with adequate, safe and reliable electric
service while planning for the future. There are no fixed deadlines and since B2H has been considered
since 2000 BLM certainly can require Idaho Power to present other alternatives.

In Summary, Agencies Purpose and Need: The BLM has made no effort to require Idaho Power to
present other alternatives to the B2H, instead relies upon out dated data and Federal and State
regulations that have no firm deadlines. B2H has been planning since 2000 that is 15 years!

The BLM should decline this request for ROW and return to Idaho Power for a new proposal.

Gail Carbiener
19506 Pond Meadow Ave.
Bend, Oregon 97702

I44c
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1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Gail C <mcgccarb@bendbroadband.com>
Sent: Saturday, January 31, 2015 6:08 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Cc: Tamara Gertsch: BLM-B2H; Jennifer Theisen: BLM
Subject: Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Draft EIS
Attachments: B2H Draft EIS Comments rev 1-31-2015.docx

Please accept the attached Word document containing my comments on the B2H Draft EIS.

Gail Carbiener



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-95

Gail Carbiener – January 31, 2015 (cont.)I45

I45a

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the 
Draft EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where 
mitigation would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS 
presents an explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project, 
Chapter 3 has been expanded to provide more description of the methods used for analyzing 
effects associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach) and to provide more 
information about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts 
on resources along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-
scale maps is provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on 
the resources along all of the alternative routes.

I45b

 As described in Section 2.1.1.1 of the Final EIS, the proposed Horn Butte Substation 
initially was introduced as an alternative location to connect to the Cascade Crossing 
500-kV Project. However, since the NEPA process was initiated for the B2H Project, the 
transmission-development landscape has changed. Several of the development projects 
under consideration during the time of original application subsequently have been cancelled. 
Notably, in 2013, PGE indefi nitely suspended the Cascade Crossing Project. In the absence 
of the Cascade Crossing Project, neither the proposed Grassland Substation nor alternative 
Horn Butte Substation would provide the required approximate 1,000 MW of bi-directional 
capacity and up to 1,500 MW of actual power-fl ow capability. Therefore, the proposed 
Grassland and Horn Butte substations and alternative routes to these substations as set forth 
in the B2H Project Draft EIS do not meet the B2H Project objectives. The Applicant is now 
proposing the remaining Longhorn Substation addressed in the Draft EIS as the northern 
terminus.

I45c

 Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of colocation with existing facilities (including transportation facilities). See Sections 2.1.1.3 
(Recommended Route-Variation Options) and 3.2.6 for detailed analysis of potential impacts 
from the B2H Project. 

Gail Carbiener January 31, 2015
19506 Pond Meadow Ave.
Bend, OR 97702

Bureau of Land Management
Vale District Office
100 Oregon Street
Vale, OR 97918

Via email: comment@boardmantohemingway.com

Re: Boardman to Hemingway Draft EIS Comments

Comment #1: 2.2 Proposed Action
The DEIS spends nearly 92 pages describing the efforts that Idaho Power has used to gain

support for their proposed route. This effort by Idaho Power goes back as far as 2008. This is
commendable, and should be given significant consideration. Especially when IPC went out of the way
to microsite with the Federal Fish and Wildlife to avoid Sage Grouse. IPC also made sincere efforts to
avoid damage to the Oregon NHT.

Comment #2: 2.3 Alternatives Development
It is important to have detailed maps of the entire route not just alternatives. Verbal and

written directions are important but they do not show additional landscape features. The assumption
that other than in the alternative sections all is satisfactory is incorrect. Detailed maps of the entire
route must be provided. I am specifically concerned about the route through the Wallowa Whitman
National Forest. The maps should show roads, creeks, land ownership and existing power lines and the
Oregon Trail. Scale at minimum 1 ½” equal 1 mile.

Comment #3: 2.3.1.1 Horn Butte Alternative
Please tell me what analysis was done to have Idaho Power Build this substation in Oregon.

Was this alternative just to confuse the public and was any Geotechnical Investigation accomplished?
Were any of the borings to 30 feet drilled? Why was this substation eliminated from consideration?

Comment #4: 2.3.1.2 Longhorn Alternative 2.3.1.3 Longhorn Variation
Let us review some logic, the Longhorn Substation will be built by Bonneville Power, but they

have not yet determined if they will build it. The DEIS does not indicate that any Geotechnical
Investigation has been done to determine if in fact the substation can be built. Bonneville Power has
not yet finalized a plan or a schedule for construction.

The Longhorn Variation (later to be identified as the preferred route) has the 500 kV B2H line
for about 15 miles paralleling a BPA 128 kV transmission line with a separation of 125 feet. Please
respond why this close separation is accepted. (We will revisit this configuration later in the DEIS)

Comment #5: 2.3.2 Blue Mountains 2.3.2.1 Glass Hill Alternative
Figure 2 15 is incorrect or at best incomplete. It does not show the existing Bonneville Power

Administration (BPA) Power Line coming from McNary via Pendleton and paralleling Interstate 84 all
the way to the La Grande Substation, southwest of that city. This line is a 500 kV Steel Pole H Frame
structure 150 feet tall with a minimum 250 foot clear cut ROW containing well developed two track
roads with hundreds of side roads.

I45a

I45b

I45c
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I45d  See response to Comment I45c. 

I45e  See response to Comment I45c. 

I45f

 In general, burying a transmission line could have greater environmental effects or would 
involve a “trade-off” of resource impacts. The BLM understands the Applicant considered 
a range of technologies and considers the project description to refl ect the best available 
technologies. Undergrounding the transmission line was considered and eliminated, as 
explained in Section 2.5.4.1 of the Final EIS.

The BLM needs to determine how the B2H can utilize the same ROW with minimum separation
distance between lines. Almost all Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) members, including
Idaho Power Company, comply with the WECC criterion of one span length separation from adjacent
lines. This is 1200 – 1500 feet for the B2H for Lattice Steel Towers.

There are several violations of this distance over the B2H route. This approximately 22 mile
ROW should be considered to save National Forest lands being cleared for new ROW.

Comment #6: 2.4.1.1 Public and State Lands; Western Route
A western route currently exists leaving Grassland going west to Slatt to Bakeoven to

Ponderosa to Hampton and to Harney substations, then west across to Hemingway all within existing
ROW’s most parallel to Bonneville Power transmission lines. There is little farmland, terrain is open so
construction would not be difficult.

For transmission lines, minimizing the separation distance between parallel lines may minimize
impacts associated with a new line by sharing access roads to minimize surface disturbance, avoiding
additional habit fragmentation and visual impacts by sharing easements, and minimizing cumulative
effects.

This Western Route would be consistent with BLM’s policy of using existing corridors (FLPMA,
Section 503). This route would not be eliminated from further consideration because it is technically
feasible. This is Sage Grouse territory, but multiple transmission lines exist in this ROW currently.

This route was not included in the DEIS preparation. The BLM must include an analysis of this
route prior to final determination.

Comment #7: 2.4.2.3 Bury the Transmission Line – Flagstaff Alternative
Construction costs for underground high voltage transmission lines can be nearly 15 times the cost per mile for an

aboveground line of the same capacity (BPA 2011, http://www.bpa.gov/Projects/Projects/I 5/Pages/Draft EIS.aspx).
Constructing underground lines also requires substantially more site disturbance than installing towers. In addition, there
are operational, system loss, performance, reliability concerns, and impacts on land use (BPA 2011).

With only a few underground installations of high voltage transmission lines throughout the world, system specific
analysis would be required to accurately quantify operational concerns and system losses. In addition, burying high voltage
transmission lines has not been proven to maintain high reliability standards. While concerns will depend on site specific
conditions, burying transmission lines may be incompatible with some uses such as agriculture, forestry, and future
development activities.

Burying segments of the transmission line is a possible mitigation measure. However, no segments of the
transmission line have been identified where burying would be feasible.

Underground cable system installation has historically been justifiable in terms of cost and reliability only in urban
or metropolitan areas, and for limited distances.

Because of the high cost of an underground line compared to overhead 500 kV lines, unproven technology over
long distances for 500 kV, reliability and reactive compensation issues for long installations, and increased land disturbance,
the alternative of placing the 500 kV line underground is considered technically infeasible for the B2H Project. This
alternative was eliminated from detailed analysis because it is technically and economically infeasible.

Other than the third paragraph (bold) this is repeated from the BPA Draft EIS for the 70 mile
500 kV transmission line from Castle Rock, Washington to Troutdale, Oregon along Interstate 5. The
consulting work was done by POWER Engineers, Inc. with headquarters in Hailey, Idaho. Other offices
are in Boise, Seattle, Vancouver and Portland. The original engineering draft was compiled in 2008.

The National Park Service contracted an engineering study for a 500 kV underground
transmission line through the Everglades National Park. This was accomplished by Patrick Engineering,
Inc. of Lisle, Illinois and published in March 2010. The California Public Utilities Commission recently
approved Southern California Edison to place a 3 ½ mile 500 kV underground.

The technology is not new, it has been done in Canada and Europe for some time. There is no
argument that the construction and maintenance costs are more than overhead lines, but new analysis
is being done to determine value of visual damage, agricultural costs, wildlife and mitigation.

I45d

I45e
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I45g
 See response to Comment I45f.

Impacts on views from the NHOTIC picture window and walking paths are described in the 
Final EIS.

I45h

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

A section of the B2H line that has high potential for being place underground is to the north of
the Flagstaff Hill BLM Oregon Trail Interpretive Center near Baker City; the Flagstaff Alternative. The
distance between Road 203 and Road 86 is approximately 3 2/3 miles. The proposed underground
route closely follows an existing 230 kV IPC power line with 105 foot high towers, and crosses irrigated
alfalfa fields.

Currently there is only 525 yards from the walking path near the Oregon Trail swales to the
nearest power steel pole H Frame. The path look down approximately 200 feet onto the power lines
and alfalfa fields. It is .9 miles from the picture window at the interpretive center.

Without both these lines being buried, the view from the picture window at the Interpretive
Center, and walking path, will be degraded significantly. At the very least the BLM needs to have an
initial analysis done rather than dismissing underground as just too costly. The Southern California
Edison 3 ½ mile underground segment which is in the mountains is estimated to cost 241 million.

Obtaining “Hard Data” for this 3 2/3 mile section is need as underground in this location
complies with all the points in DEIS 2.4 referring to Section 6.6.3 of BLM NEPA Handbook H 1790 1.

Comment #8: Idaho Power Proposed Route (between BA2 and BA3)
This part of the IPC route is described on DEIS section 2.2.4 page 2 6 as:

From MP 147.8 the route angles to the southeast, crossing the existing IPC 230 kV line at MP 148.6, State Highway
203 at about MP 149.3, and another existing IPC 230 kV transmission line at MP 149.9. At about MP 153.3 the route turns
south and passes between mountain peaks. The route then angles southwest at MP 153.6, crossing State Highway 86 (MP
154.8), Ruckles Creek Road (about MP 155.0), and the Oregon NHT (MP 155.4) before angling south at the ridgeline of the
Prospects at MP 156.1. At the closest point, the Proposed Action is about 1.1 miles southeast of the National Historic Oregon
Trail Interpretive Center (NHOTIC) and 0.4 mile from the Flagstaff Area of Critical Environmental Concern boundary that
includes the Center.

It is important to recognize that the closest point at 1.1 miles is south of the interpretive center.
Public views are directed north out the windows of the center. The .4 mile near point of the ACEC is
also south of the center. To the north the IPC proposed route is approximately 2 miles and mostly
hidden behind a ridge.

The BLM should consider relocating the 230 kV line to this route. This would remove it from the
alfalfa fields and views from Baker City. The design feature described for the Flagstaff Alternative to
use the same spacing as the existing 105 foot tall kV towers would farther hide the transmission lines.

The IPC proposed route should be modified at MP157.5 to turn west and join the BLM
preferred route. This is in T09S R41E Sec 18 in BLM land, continuing on private land in T09S R40E Sec
13 joining the BLM Preferred Route.

Comparison of these two routes are favorable:
Sage Grouse: both routes impact the same acres 577 of PPH.
Birds and Big Game: the same.
Cultural and Historical: this would be adjusted for the IPC proposed action to less than 10 miles
of Oregon NHT being visible. So would be favorable.
Visual Resources: will improve as Oregon NHT will not be visible to the north or from Kiwanis
Memorial and significantly less from Baker City.
Vegetation Resources: the same
Fish Resources: the same
Corridors: create new ROW for both 230 kV line and B2H. Removing the 230 kV line will remove
15 miles of ROW impacting agriculture farm land and views from Baker City.
Special Management: the IPC proposed route will have less effect on the Oregon Trail ACEC
and NHOTIC.

I45g
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I45i

 Direct and indirect impacts on National Historic Trail and Study Trails were analyzed in the 
Final EIS by comparing the extent of contrast introduced by the B2H Project with the existing 
setting. Impacts on the Oregon NHT and other resources were considered in the siting of the 
B2H Project alternatives, including new routes added based on comments received on the 
Draft EIS. 

I45j

 The Timber Canyon Alternative was re-evaluated for the Final EIS to better identify potential 
impacts associated with this alternative. This route crosses mixed conifer forest, which is of 
particular concern for the Forest Service. The Forest Service expressed concern about loss 
of forested habitat (and associated effects on wildlife habitat and timber products). This route 
would require a forest plan amendment. In addition, this route is 19 miles longer than other 
routes in this segment. See Section 2.1.1.3 (Recommended Route-Variation Options) for 
further detail.

I45k

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the 
Draft EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where 
mitigation would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS 
presents an explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project, 
Chapter 3 has been expanded to provide more description of the methods used for analyzing 
effects associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach) and to provide more 
information about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts 
on resources along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-
scale maps is provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on 
the resources along all of the alternative routes.

In general, burying a transmission line would have greater environmental effects (e.g., 
impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse habitat; agriculture). The BLM understands the Applicant 
considered a range of technologies for high-voltage transmission and considers the project 
description to refl ect the best available technologies. Undergrounding the transmission line 
was considered and eliminated, as explained in Section 2.5.4.2 of the Final EIS. 

I45l See next page for response to I45l.

I45m

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility of BLM and 
other land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way across 
lands it administers.

I45n See next page for response to I45n.

Trail and Study Trails: this needs to be reanalyzed including the modified southern part of the
IPC proposed route. It is my opinion that views will be less than the BLM preferred route. The
Oregon NHT and Goodale’s crossings are in the current Virtue Flat Off Road area.

Comment #9 2.5.2 Agency Preferred Alternative
It does not seem that the DEIS is giving equal weight to the elements of analysis. The Timber

Canyon Alternative that was suggested by the CAP process has no PPH Sage Grouse impact compared
to 577 acres for the BLM Preferred Route.

Timber Canyon is on the same amount of private lands. Timber has significantly less visual
impacts to the Oregon NHT 12 of 26 miles compared to 46 of 58 miles of the BLM Preferred Route.

The longer Timber Canyon Alternative would have greater impacts on fish, vegetation, and
wildlife resources than the Proposed Action. Agency considerations include the need for designation of
a new utility corridor for the Timber Canyon Alternative, and closer alignment of the Flagstaff
Alternative with existing transmission lines and other rights of way than the Proposed Action.

The Agency considerations of need for new utility corridor and alignment is not consistent with
other sections of the Agency Preferred Routes, why is it here? The route should be studied further.
Heavy consideration for Sage Grouse in most other areas but not being use for this alternative.

The DEIS needs to have more detailed explanation for not choosing this route.

Comment #10: Route Summary

The BLM, Idaho Power Company and all the consultants have not done a good job of
determining best or Environmental Preferred Alternative for the B2H route. The DEIS is very
inconsistent in application of standards used for comparison of alternatives.

The identification of air strip in the Willow Creek alternative but not the major airport at Baker
City which is about 2.75 miles from the BLM Preferred Route. Ignoring different impact on Sage
Grouse between Willow Creek and Tub Mountain, plus major difference in effect on Oregon NHT. The
BLM is not consistent in applying BLMManual 2802.1 to new or existing corridors. The cost of 3 2/3
miles of buried transmission line should be compared to the IPC Proposed route on the east of
Flagstaff Hill that has been modified and also Timber Canyon.

If these suggested alternative studies are not accepted, they should state why. Simply stating
that the route is “technically or economic infeasible” is not good enough.

The routes should be revisited with updated data and a review of new suggestions and
measured with consistency when making route comparisons.

1. What analysis was done to eliminate Horn Substation?
2. What is the status of Bonneville Power’s commitment to building Longhorn Substation? Has any

preliminary construction studies been completed?
3. What is the rational for 125 feet separation for 15 miles of the 500 kV B2H and BPA 128 kV

transmission lines?
4. Why cannot this rational be used for the 22 mile section in the Blue Mountains, especially in the

Wallowa Whitman National Forest?
5. The route via Central Oregon across to Burns and Hemingway all within existing ROW should be

included in the analysis.
6. Special analysis must be done to determine the feasibility of burying both the B2H and the 230

kV IPC lines along about 3 2/3 miles of the BLM Preferred Flagstaff Alternative. No “Hard Data”
has been presented.

7. The modified IPC preferred route east of Flagstaff Hill across Ruckles Road and the Oregon NHT
then west across BLM and private lands to join the BLM Preferred Route is a more
environmentally preferred option. This should be considered.

I45i

I45j
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I45l
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I45l

 As described in Section 2.1.1.1 of the Final EIS, the proposed Horn Butte Substation 
initially was introduced as an alternative location to connect to the Cascade Crossing 
500-kV Project. However, since the NEPA process was initiated for the B2H Project, the 
transmission-development landscape has changed. Several of the development projects 
under consideration during the time of original application subsequently have been cancelled. 
Notably, in 2013, PGE indefi nitely suspended the Cascade Crossing Project. In the absence 
of the Cascade Crossing Project, neither the proposed Grassland Substation nor alternative 
Horn Butte Substation would provide the required approximate 1,000 MW of bi-directional 
capacity and up to 1,500 MW of actual power-fl ow capability. Therefore, the proposed 
Grassland and Horn Butte substations and alternative routes to these substations as set forth 
in the B2H Project Draft EIS do not meet the B2H Project objectives. The Applicant is now 
proposing the remaining Longhorn Substation addressed in the Draft EIS as the northern 
terminus.

 I45n

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3. The analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations 
with careful consideration of county lands and colocation with existing facilities.

I45o  See response to Comment I45j.

I45p

 BLM fi nalized and approved the statewide Oregon Greater-Sage Grouse Approved Resource 
Management Plan in September 2015. The effects analysis in Section 3.2.7 of the Final EIS 
has been revised to assess impacts associated with crossing Conservation Reserve Program 
lands, some of which are subject to existing contracts for conservation between landowners 
and the Farm Service Agency.

8. The Timber Canyon Alternative in Table 2 12 Summary of Effects by Alternative, makes it a
better choice “environmentally” then the others. Please provide rational for it being eliminated
from consideration.

9. It is obvious that Sage Grouse is a heavy consideration, but since most of the data used in this
DEIS is from 2010 or earlier, what has the BLM done to incorporate farmer organization’s
easements into current analysis for B2H? Also Wyoming BLM in July 2014 has agreed to a
statewide sage grouse agreement, has the Oregon and/or Vale BLM determined if such
agreement are pending in our state?

I appreciate the opportunity to comment and look forward to detailed responses for the BLM.

Gail Carbiener
19506 Pond Meadow Avenue
Bend, Oregon
541 678 5634

I45o

I45p
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comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Gail C <mcgccarb@bendbroadband.com>
Sent: Monday, February 09, 2015 7:32 AM
To: Comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Cc: Tamara Gertsch: BLM-B2H; Jennifer Theisen: BLM
Subject: Boardman to Hemingway Draft EIS
Attachments: B2H Draft EIS Comments rev 2-8-2015.docx

Please accept my comments.

Gail Carbiener
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I46a

 Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an explanation of the study and analysis 
approach employed for the B2H Project, Chapter 3 has been expanded to provide more 
description of the methods for used for analyzing effects associated with each resource (tiered 
to the overall approach) and to provide more information about the resources, mitigation 
applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on resources along each alternative route by 
segment. In addition, a map volume of large-scale maps is provided to present resource data 
and to show the level of residual impact on the resources along all of the alternative routes.

I46b  Comments noted. Proximity of the alternative routes to earthquake epicenters and landslide 
potential are addressed in the effects analysis in the Final EIS.

1

Gail Carbiener February 8, 2015
19506 Pond Meadow Ave.
Bend, OR 97702

Bureau of Land Management
Vale District Office
100 Oregon Street
Vale, OR 97918

Via email: comment@boardmantohemingway.com

Re: Boardman to Hemingway Draft EIS Comments

Please accept my comments when considering adjustment to the final EIS for the B2H
Transmission Line. I appreciate the opportunity and intend to be constructive.

Comment #1: Earth Resources 3.2.1.4Methodology
As a general rule, I take exception to the statistical methods utilized in measuring geological

hazards and soils analyses by comparing limited direct B2H locations as a percentage of the entire
county. A landslide of 5 acres or soil erosion by wind between towers both may be very small in
percentage to the total county so is determined to be insignificant. That does not make sense.

Soil instability features in the Oregon Statewide Landslide Information Database (SLIDO 2)
(Department of Geology and Mineral Industries [DOGAMI] 2011b) were also evaluated to estimate the
percentage of the analysis area (by county) for each unstable feature. The entire B2H 250 foot wide
length through the county is not significant when measured in this fashion. A better measure would be
the amount of soil disturbance or landslide potential within the B2H corridor in the county.

All earth resources should be identified for the public to determine possible hazards as a result
of the construction of the B2H Transmission line. The maps in figures 3 2 and 3 3 cover the entire
Eastern part of Oregon, not very useful for a 250 foot wide right of way.

Comment #2: Affected Environment, Geological Hazards 3.2.1.5
It appears that from Figure 3 2 and Figure 3 3 the ROW passes through both earthquake and

landslide territory. Especially in the Umatilla County south of Pendleton, through the Blue Mountains,
down the Burnt River area in south Baker County and northern Malheur County, and in the Owyhee
Canyon area.

I46a
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I46c

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project, Chapter 3 
has been expanded to provide more description of the methods used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach) and to provide more information 
about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on resources 
along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-scale maps is 
provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on the resources 
along all of the alternative routes.

Potential effects associated with soil erosion, earthquake epicenters, and landslide areas 
are addressed in Section 3.2.1.4. In addition, the Applicant has committed to design features 
and site-specifi c selective mitigation measures designed to minimize anticipated B2H Project 
effects association with erosion and geologic hazards.

I46d

 Potential effects of the erosion on water resources are addressed in Section 3.2.2.4. In 
addition, the Applicant has committed to several design features and mitigation measures for 
reducing soil erosion and providing sediment control in areas of ground disturbance. Refer to 
Section 3.2.2.4.

2

The DEIS says, Landslides, including mudflows, mudslides, rock flows, rockslides, and debris
flows, could occur in the analysis area even though ranked low when measured county wide.

Conditions that precipitate landslides include:
Saturation of soil and rock material with water;
Vibrations due to earthquakes or blasting;
Oversteepening of slopes by undercutting (removal of material through erosion or excavation);
Oversteepening of slopes by addition of material (such as fill) on the upper portions of the
slopes;
Alternating freezing and thawing.

Additionally, removal of vegetation can leave a slope much more susceptible to surficial
landslides because of the loss of the stabilizing root systems. These conditions reduce a slope's
resistance to sliding and/or increase the force contributing to slope movement. In the case of
saturation, water effectively weakens the soil and rock by reducing cohesion and friction between
particles. Saturation also increases the weight of the slope materials and, like the addition of material
on the upper portion of a slope, increases the gravitational force on the slope. Alternating cycles of
freeze and thaw can result in a slow, virtually imperceptible loosening of rock, thereby weakening the
rock and making it susceptible to slope failure.

We know that a 250 clear path will be made, we know that roads will be cut into the soil with
drainage focused into common areas, we know that holes will be drilled and blasted to 40 feet deep.
What we do not know what is the effect on the soil for potential landslides.

The BLM must conduct a more specific, localized analysis than agreeing that the risk county
wide is low.

Comment #3: Affected Environment, Geological Hazards, Erodible Soils 3.2.1.5
The USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service, March 2000 reported:

“Although erosion on construction sites often affects only a relatively small acreage of land in a
watershed, it is a major source of sediment because the potential for erosion on highly disturbed land
is commonly 100 times greater than on agricultural land. Construction activities, such as grading and
filling, drastically reduce soil quality on construction sites. Erosion from construction sites has off site
environmental and economic impacts. Erosion creates two major water quality problems in surface
waters and drainage ways: excess nutrients and excess sediment. These problems adversely impact the
health and biological diversity of water bodies.

More specifically:
Excess nutrients impact water quality through eutrophication, a process whereby excess
nitrogen and phosphorus causes unwanted biological growth.
Sediment reduces water quality by making the water turbid (cloudy). Turbidity prevents
sunlight from penetrating the water and thus reduces photosynthesis and underwater
vegetation. Oxygen levels are reduced in turbid waters, further degrading habitat for fish
and other aquatic organisms.
Sediment can build up in stream channels, lowering flow capacity. The problem of low
stream capacity is compounded as runoff increases from newly built up or paved areas and
causes stream channels to receive larger amounts of water in shorter periods of time. This
leads to more frequent flooding in areas that never or only rarely flooded in the past.”
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I46e  Soils with low reclamation potential are those that are considered to require intense 
reclamation in order to be successful. 

I46f  Travel would not be permitted in areas where soils are saturated. The use of overland travel 
will be restricted based on dry or frozen soil conditions.

I46g

 Comments noted. Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was 
provided in the Draft EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur 
and where mitigation would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the 
Final EIS presents an explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H 
Project. Chapter 3 has been expanded to provide more description of the methods for used 
for analyzing effects associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach). Chapter 3 
also provides more information about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and 
residual impacts on resources along each alternative route by segment.

I46h

 Comment noted. Geotechnical investigations will be conducted at various locations along the 
transmission-line right-of-way to collect information regarding subsurface stability. Results 
of these surveys will be used in the fi nal design of each transmission line structure and 
foundation.

I46i

 The Applicant has committed to several measures designed to mitigate B2H Project effects 
from blasting activities on water wells, among them the creation of a Blasting Plan, which will 
be included in the Plan of Development. These plans detail methods for blasting activities, 
mitigating impacts from blasting activities and monitoring blasting activities within the project 
extents in the right-of-way. The Plan of Development would be a condition of the Record of 
Decision and a stipulation of the right-of-way grant.

3

Table 3 6 on page 3 30 indicates a large percentage of Stony Rocky and Droughty soils both of
which have high run off characteristics. Droughty is defined as: A soil that is unable to store enough
water to meet plant requirements. Sandy and gravelly soils are droughty because they have low water
holding capacities

There are many creeks and streams (Willow Creek, Butter Creek, Birch Creek, McKay Creeks,
Pelican Creek, Grande Ronde River, Burnt River, Malheur River) that are crossed by the B2H route and
clearing.

The BLM should have water analysis done on each of the year round creeks and streams to
insure that construction does not damage water quality.

Comment #4: 3.2.1.6 Criteria for Assessing Intensity of Impacts
In table 3 10 impacts for soils, the DEIS has included in Moderate intensity the following:

“Short and long term disturbance of land surface where soils have low reclamation potential”
How can Long term disturbance of land surface where soils have low reclamation potential be

moderate and not HIGH category? The DEIS definition of long term is up to 50 years.

Comment #5: 3.2.1.6 Design Features, Soils page 3 50
Idaho Power has indicated they will be constructing the power line all year. Most areas in

winter are hard to access and will have considerable snow and rain. What special design features will
be in place during these winter months? The features on page 3 50 and 3 51 do not seem appropriate
for winter construction.
Rec 12 page 3 50: How will the soils be de compacted?
Rec 13 page 3 51: How will the BLM measure the soil amendments and soil stabilizing emulsions that
may be in runoff to creeks and rivers?
OM 19 page 3 51: Why will the seeding not be done using native grasses present?

Comment #6: 3.2.1.6 Residual Impacts, Soils page 3 53
It is difficult to imagine the size of this project unless other projects of similar construction and

completion are compared and visited. Towers almost 200 feet high, taller than 99% of the forest trees.
Cement foundations dug up to 30 feet deep and 4 ½ feet across requiring blasting on 100% of each
hole.

The DEIS claims; “Residual direct and indirect erosion impacts on soils caused by construction
of the Proposed Action and alternatives would be short term during the construction period and
localized in the construction areas.” Short term is up to 3 years, even so DEIS calls the effects
moderate.

Comment #7: 3.2.2.4 Water Resources and Flood Plains
On page 367 line 20 the DEIS states that everywhere in the analysis area depths to groundwater

are greater than 30 feet.
I question this in the following areas:
Near Interstate 84 on the either of the Longhorn routes
From Clover Creek to North Powder area to near Baker City
Willow Creek area in Malheur County

Comment #8: 3.2.2.5 Water Wells
There are 59 water wells in the analysis area all subject to blasting for tower foundations or

roads. Have these wells been measured for flow and water quality to determine a base standard?
What will the Idaho Power do for mitigation if necessary?
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I46j

 Text in the Final EIS includes an Impact Criteria Table (Table 3-57) defi ning each level of 
anticipated impacts due to project construction, operation and maintenance. Levels of impacts 
for wetlands are determined based upon mapped community type (i.e. - forested wetlands, 
scrub-shrub wetlands, emergent wetlands). Text in the Final EIS has been updated with federal 
and state requirements to address impacts to wetlands, including project specifi c avoidance 
measures using design features and selective mitigation measures. Text has been revised to 
include a general discussion addressing wetland mitigation strategies for residual, permittable 
impacts to wetlands. 

I46k

 Comment noted. The Applicant has committed to several design features and site specifi c 
selective mitigation measures designed to avoid or reduce anticipated B2H Project effects 
to wetlands, including micro-siting towers and roads around wetlands. Other design features 
include use of existing roads and crossings for sensitive resource avoidance, minimizing 
vegetation clearing for operational clearances, and spanning sensitive features. These 
mitigation measures have been considered as a requirement for construction, operation, and 
maintenance and will be transferred to the Plan of Development which will be a condition of the 
Record of Decision and a stipulation of the right-of-way grant.

I46l

 The wetlands data used for the Final EIS was refi ned based on a desktop assessment 
of wetlands within 0.5 miles of all alternative routes. Actual impacts to wetlands would be 
determined following preconstruction surveys that confi rm the presence of wetlands in relation 
to anticipated project disturbance. Wetlands would be avoided by spanning to the extent 
practicable. 

Design features and site specifi c selective mitigation measures also include fl agging and 
staking wetland and waters for avoidance during construction activities and the creation 
and implementation of a Water Resources Protection Plan and Reclamation, Revegetation, 
and Monitoring Framework Plan. These mitigation measures have been considered as a 
requirement for construction, operation, and maintenance and will be transferred to the Plan 
of Development which will be a condition of the Record of decision and a stipulation of the 
right-of-way grant. 

I46m
 Text in the Final EIS has been updated to include both design features and site specifi c 
selective mitigation measures available to be used to limit or mitigate impacts to wetlands or 
waters. 

4

Comment #9: 3.2.2.6 Environmental Consequences
In table 3 25 Criteria for Assessing Intensity of Impacts on Water Resources, the DEIS has placed

B2H activities that result in “permanent fill in wetlands” as a Moderate intensity of impact. If the fill in
is permanent how can that be moderate? Permanent fill in means that you have lost wetlands.

Comment #10: 3.2.2.6 Wetlands, page 3 95
The DEIS statistics just do not tell the correct story in numbers. On line 18 page 3 95, the DEIS

states that 5.31 acres would have long term impact with 1.09 having long term loss. A better
understanding would be that over 20% of that wetlands impacted would be lost. Why can’t the IPC
micro site the route to eliminate all impact to wetlands?

Seems as if IPC is dealing with several agencies – USACE, DSL – to determine mitigation of the
small damage to wetlands. Has IPC considered adding or repairing wetland to Baldock Slough in Baker
County? Has the BLM determined if the B2H route impacts this wetland?

Comment #11: 3.2.3.4 Vegetation Resources, Data Sources, page 3 105
The DEIS says that the most comprehensive wetlands dataset available in Oregon is the Oregon

Wetlands Cover. DEIS goes on to say; because this data is limited to Oregon, NWGAP, NatureServe, and
NWI data were used to identify wetland and riparian areas in Idaho. Although OWC and NWI have
relatively higher resolution than the NWGAP, these data sets still vastly overestimate the acreage of
wetlands and surface waters within the analysis areas.

In the Water Resources section (3.2.2) various paragraphs describe:
Page 3 80: For the proposed action and alternatives, approximately 127 acres of ground
disturbance would occur in surface water drinking water source areas.
Page 3 82: Approximately 54 acres of forested riparian areas within 100 feet of streams would
be disturbed with vegetation removal.
Page 3 82: The construction of new roads, improvement of existing roads, and construction of
other facilities would result in disturbance and vegetation clearing of approximately 300 acres
that would be adjacent to perennial streams.
Page 3 82: To facilitate vehicle and machinery access required to build the transmission line and
associated facilities, the Proposed Action would require construction of 296 stream crossings.
Page 3 85: Approximately 62 acres of disturbance may occur in Groundwater Drinking Water
Source Areas.
Page 3 87: For the Proposed Action, approximately 690 acres of potential construction
disturbance would occur in 9 areas of moderate to high flood hazard.

On page 3 105, the DEIS impacts to wetlands and surface waters are expected to be less than 3
acres overall. With all the citations listed above just how does the BLM believe this 3 acre overall
amount? Please explain.

Comment #12: 3.2.3.5 Wetlands, Riparian and Surface Water
This description on line 10 page 3 114 is incorrect. Components of the Proposed Action and

alternatives have been or would be sited away from wetlands to avoid any impacts during construction
or operation of the B2H Project.My comments in #11 refer to some of the DEIS that make this
inaccurate at best and incorrect or misleading.

Please explain.
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I46n

 Comment noted. The table (now Table 3-94) listing criteria used to assess impacts has been 
revised to more clearly describe impacts and their expected intensity on vegetation resources. 
This table lists impacts that can quantitatively addressed. Impacts resulting from noxious weed 
invasion are discussed qualitatively by segment.

I46o
 The impact level criteria have been revised for the Final EIS and do not include the indicated 
language, but do include high level impact criteria for the indicated species. Refer to Section 
3.2.4.3 in the Final EIS.

I46p

 The EIS has been revised to include Selective Mitigation Measure 6 - Limit New or Improved 
Accessibility to Areas Previously Inaccessible. New or improved access would be closed or 
rehabilitated using the most effective and least environmentally damaging methods appropriate 
to that area. 

I46q

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

5

Comment # 13: 3.2.3.6 Vegetation Resources, Environmental Consequences
It is difficult for me to understand how two items in table can possible be correct. In Table 3 42

on page 3 162, Permanent loss of biologically important plant habitats is ranked “Moderate” in
Intensity. How can permanent loss not be “high”? Ranked in the “Low” intensity are; New populations
of known noxious weeds introduced to previously uninfested areas.

These two items need to be explained.

Comment #14: 3.2.4.6 Wildlife Resources, Environmental Consequences
Table 3 63 on page 3 271 has again a criteria that appears out of place. If permanent means

forever than how can “Permanent loss of important habitat for special status wildlife and management
indicator species” not be high intensity?

Special status includes: northern leopard frog, bobolink, common night hawk, Greater Sage
Grouse , long billed curlew, Swainson’s hawk, and pallid bat, American peregrine falcon, pileated
woodpecker, Lewis’s woodpecker, golden eagle, northern goshawk, olive sided flycatcher, American
marten, gray wolf, North American wolverine, long legged myotis, Townsend’s big eared bat, and
Johnson’s hairstreak.

With permanent loss of important habitat, logic says these special status species will disappear
from the area. Are there adjacent areas with suitable habitat? How does the BLM explain this?

Comment #15: 3.2.4.6 Wildlife Resources, Direct and Indirect Effects to Wildlife
Common to all Alternatives

The DEIS should have included the effect of Public Access via the corridor and roads that were
not present prior to construction of B2H. This Public Access will be both direct and indirect and
permanent. Public Access, both legal and non authorized will compound identified effects of Habitat
Removal and Fragmentation, Noise, Fire Hazard, Dust and Erosion.

The BLM should set Public Access criteria as a high intensity effect.

Comment #16 3.2.4.6 Direct and Indirect Effects, Segment 2 Blue Mountains
On page 3 288, the DEIS describes the effects to the forest during and after construction of the

B2H. At about B2H mile 96.5 the line joins the Wallowa Whitman NF Utility Corridor and also joins
Bonneville Power’s 230 kV line. For most of the corridor, Interstate 84 and Natural Gas pipelines are
present. This presents a formidable, dangerous and wide obstacle for wildlife.

The DEIS quotes in part; forests and woodlands cleared during construction would be impacted
for much longer than other habitat types. This impact would displace wildlife that use forests and
woodlands for many generations until vegetation can recover, up to several decades. Removing trees
would cause the loss of both present habitat and potential future habitat, snags and downed wood
from dead, mature trees. Because forests and woodlands support a wide range of species and are slow
to regenerate, the Proposed Action in the Blue Mountains would result in long term high impacts.

The BLM and IPC should give consideration to having both the BPA 230 kV line and the B2H 500
kV line run parallel from approximately mile 97 to 107 a distance of about 10 miles. The 230 kV line
should be re built between mile 99 and 103 to move it to the west side near the proposed B2H line and
further away from the Oregon Trail.

The will reduce the width of the cleared corridor and allow a better chance for wildlife to cross.
It also moves the power lines away from the Oregon Trail.

I46n

I46o

I46p

I46q



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-106

Gail Carbiener – February 8, 2015 (cont.)I46

I46r

 Comment noted. The Tub Mountain Alternative has been retained and Greater Sage-Grouse 
analysis has been revised for the Final EIS. The BLM fi nalized the Oregon Greater Sage-
Grouse Approved Resource Management Plan in September 2015. The disturbance cap from 
the Greater Sage-Grouse ARMPAs does not apply to the B2H Project. However, the B2H 
Project will be designed, sited, and implemented to adhere to a mitigation hierarchy that will 
result in a net conservation gain for Greater Sage-Grouse.

I46s  BLM will require seasonal and noise restrictions for Greater Sage-Grouse that are consistent 
with the BLM’s ARMPAs for Oregon and Idaho.

6

Comment #17: 3.2.4.6 Direct and Indirect Effects, Segment 4 – Brogan Area
The Tub Mountain alternative appears to be the best for Sage Grouse especially if altered in the

southern part. Although Tub Mountain has less overall PPH acres it has more PGH acres and very little
of either in the ROW, it does have high percentages of both within 0.6 miles of the Transmission Line.
Existing, new or improved roads within 0.2 miles (1056 feet) make up 6.4%, a significant amount of
disturbance.

The Tub Mountain Alternative route should be altered to track more to the east when leaving
Birch Creek ACEC area in T15SR45E section 9, proceeding south crossing Moores Hollow Road in
Section 14, within BLM land go east to east side of Section13 then south to top (north) of Section 24 in
Township 17 then go west along BLM land to join with proposed Tub Mountain Alternative in Section
19. This will remove significant acres of PPH and PGH Sage Grouse habitat from disturbance.

The Tub Mountain Alternative was not one that IPC identified as a result of public participation.
The BLM selected this route to have less effect on Sage Grouse over the Proposed and Willow Creek
routes.

In the Brogan Area of the DEIS page 3 306, the BLM refers to the Oregon Sub Region Greater
Sage Grouse Draft RMPA/EIS as instructed by Information Manual 2012 044, where Alternative D is the
preferred alternative through not yet finalized.

Alternative D’s primary objective is to maintain or enhance GRSG habitat to establish a mix of
sagebrush classes. This objective allows for human caused disturbance, including current on the
ground disturbance, to cover less than 3 percent of PPMA, regardless of ownership of land. The
Oregon Sub Region Draft goes on to say; “it is the BLM’s intention that adverse environmental impacts
to habitat would be a rare occurrence; all efforts to avoid such impacts would be taken before
determining that adverse environmental impacts were unavoidable.”

This modification of the Tub Mountain Alternative should be analyzed prior to final EIS to
determine amount and quality of Sage Grouse habitat that will be saved.

Comment #18: 3.2.4.6 Wildlife Resources – Design Features
On page 3 327, IPC has developed framework plans that include proposed design features and

measures to reduce or avoid environmental impacts. One of those features is: “Avoid activities that
could result in new noise levels at the perimeter of a lek above 10 dBA from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m.
during the breeding season (March 1 – May 31).”

Appendix B, page 46 states that construction will generally occur between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m.,
Monday through Saturday with additional hours if necessary to make up schedule deficiencies or to
complete critical construction activities.

Also, I recognize that this is generally after the work day, but we all know that maintenance
trucks and fuel trucks perform their work frequently at this time.

Please respond as to how this will be measured at the perimeter of the lek. The US Department
of Transportation, Federal Highway Department, has measured noise levels for OSHA concerns and
indicates that at 50 feet a Flat bed truck will produce 84 dBA and a pickup truck will produce 55 dBA.

How will IPC resolve the work day and lek noise time protection? If we are going to save the
Sage Grouse, let’s not make exceptions in some areas and not in others.
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I46t

 The public participation process is outlined in Chapter 4, includes public scoping and 
opportunities for public comments. As the lead federal agency, the BLM is required to identify 
an agency-preferred alternative in the Final EIS. Also, refer to the alternatives development 
process described in Chapter 2.

I46u

 Reclamation of temporary access roads is outlined in the Applicant’s Plan of Development 
(to be fi nalized prior to the Record of Decision) and associated Traffi c and Transportation 
Management Plan. These documents state that reclamation of any road used for project 
construction, operation, and maintenance would be restored to re-project conditions. 

I46v

 Mitigation measures identifi ed for the project state that a Traffi c and Transportation 
Management Plan will be developed, approved by the appropriate agency prior to the start 
of fi eld activities, and implemented to provide site-specifi c details showing how the B2H 
Project will comply with the transportation environmental protection measures identifi ed for the 
project. This plan will be submitted to and approved by the appropriate federal, state, and local 
agencies with authority to regulate use of public roads, and approved, prior to the issuance of 
a Notice to Proceed with construction.

In addition, the Plan of Development indicates that existing unpaved roads requiring 
improvements will require reclamation to preconstruction condition if they are not identifi ed as 
service roads for future operation and maintenance of the transmission line. 

I46w

 Reclamation of temporary access roads is outlined in the Applicant’s Plan of Development 
(to be fi nalized prior to the Record of Decision) and associated Traffi c and Transportation 
Management Plan. These documents state that reclamation of any road used for project 
construction, operation, maintenance and decommissioning would be restored to re-project 
conditions. 

I46x

 Reclamation of roads used for the B2H Project is outlined in the Applicant’s Plan of 
Development (to be fi nalized prior to the Record of Decision) and associated Traffi c and 
Transportation Management Plan. These documents state that reclamation of any road used 
for project construction, operation, maintenance and decommissioning would be restored to 
re-project conditions. 

I46y
 Mitigation measures have been updated and reorganized in the Final EIS to more clearly 
indicate the application and effectiveness of each measure. Mitigation Measure 8 would be 
applied to span stream crossings where feasible. 
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Comment #19: 3.2.6.2 Land Use and Agriculture – Energy and Utility Corridors
Please explain how the BLM and IPC complied with the several regulations that encourage if not

require new energy facilities to use existing corridors. The BLM and Forest Service completed an 11
state West Wide Energy Corridor that just happens to have two corridors identified that should be
used for the B2H project.

In addition each county and some cities have encouraged utilities to use existing corridors. The
“redundancy” issue seems to be the only item considered and accepted by the BLM in siting B2H.

Please explain how the BLM did not consider existing corridors?

Comment #20: 3.2.6.16 Transportation Environmental Consequences
In order to provide access for large construction equipment, IPC has identified minimum access

road requirements for transmission line and substation construction and operation at 14 foot wide
traveled way with curve widening of 16 to 20 feet.

Since historical farm and recreation two track roads are significantly less, what has IPC done to
protect these unimproved roads?

Comment #21: 3.2.6.16 Access Road Construction
The Condor 201S Aerial Lift Crane weights about 100,000 pounds without any lifting. How will

IPC determine the capacity of county bridges and culverts to determine if the vehicle can pass safely?
The DEIS indicates that IPC will have to improve about 342 miles of current roads. That is longer

than the entire length of the B2H line. Improvements to these roads includes road widening, road
straightening or realignment, mowing, blading, tree removal, and bridge and culvert construction to
accommodate very heavy trucks hauling steel, cement and eventually cable. IPC will also build 334
miles of new roads, again more than the entire length of the B2H project. These roads will have to be
stabilized so the heavy vehicles can make many trips. This means gravel and compaction so the
vehicles will not sink into the soft top soil.

For every mile of Transmission Line, there will be two miles of new or improved roads. IPC must
develop a plan that reduces and eliminates a significant number of these roads.

Comment #22: Appendix B—Transmission Line and Substation Components
Because of the remote location of the transmission line route, concrete will be provided from

portable batch plants set up approximately every 25 miles along the line route in one of the staging
areas. Staging areas will be about 20 acres, leveled and covered with gravel and fenced.

Concrete from the batch plants will be delivered directly to construction sites in concrete trucks
with a capacity of up to 10 cubic yards. A concrete truck carrying a 10 yard load will weighs about
66,000 pounds. Damage to BLM and Forest Roads will be significant. IPC should be required to limit
load weight to protect new and improved roads.

Comment #23: Appendix B—Transmission Line and Substation Components
Large amounts of sand and gravel will be needed for concrete batch plants. Gravel for new and

improved roads will be large. IPC does not say where these materials will be obtained. In any case large
trucks will be required to haul this material from quarries, where will these be located.

Comment #24: 3.2.6.16 Access Road Construction
To facilitate vehicle and machinery access required to build the transmission line and associated

facilities requires the construction of 296 stream crossings and perhaps more for temporary activities.
This equates to about one stream crossing for every mile of transmission line.
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I46z

 Chapter 3 has been expanded to provide more description of the methods for used for 
analyzing effects associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach) and to provide 
more information about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual 
impacts on resources along each alternative route by segment.

I46aa

 The cumulative effects analysis for Greater Sage-Grouse has been revised for the Final EIS to 
include additional information on incremental effects of the B2H Project. The Draft Framework 
for Development of Compensatory Mitigation has been revised to include additional details on 
Greater Sage-Grouse mitigation requirements.

8

Comment #25 3.2.6.16 Access Roads
It is estimated that up to 150 employees could be on site. Other estimates suggest that 28 trips

to the site for employees that drive. IPC has not identified how these vehicles will controlled to stay on
access roads. These vehicles will take significant parking space, what has IPC proposed for this activity?
IPC should consider a van or bus for transporting employees to work sites.

On page 3 522 line 36; the DEIS says; “With effective implementation of temporary disturbance
reclamation and maintenance of permanent project access roads, the long term adverse effects of the
access roads would be low.” Of course this is the opinion of the IPC and I believe could not be more
incorrect!

Comments #21, #22, #23, #24 and #25, illustrate the environmental disaster that B2H is
proposing. Not only excessive road building and stream crossings that require significant construction
and damage, but future access by the public, which disrupts wildlife, destroys habitat and causes
permanent and total damage and change to the areas are being described by IPC as low adverse
impact.

There are many areas of construction that the public will not be able to comment upon prior to
the Final EIS being issued. Critical items such as siting towers, staging areas, batch plants, new access
roads, potential ROWmodifications all have yet to be located or decided.

Comment #26:

Sage Grouse: The DEIS states for Baker, Brogan and Malheur the very same for effects for each
to sage grouse; Analysis of cumulative effects on Greater Sage Grouse assumes that off site mitigation
required for the Proposed Action and other future projects authorized by BLM that may affect the
Baker, Brogan and Malheur Greater Sage Grouse population will be sufficient and effective in
maintaining or enhancing habitat for the population as required under BLMWO IM 2012 43.
Therefore, the incremental effects of the construction and operation of the Proposed Action and all
alternatives, in Baker, Brogan and Malheur, when added to the past and present actions would result
in a high cumulative impact to the Greater Sage Grouse and its habitat. When considering future
mitigation, the cumulative effects of the Proposed Action are not expected to result in diminished
Greater Sage Grouse habitat quality or quantity or result in a decrease in the Greater Sage Grouse
population.

Both IPC and the BLM are making a huge leap of faith that as yet unknown mitigation will not
result in habitat loss in both quality and quantity.

Appendix E: Greater Sage Grouse Mitigation Blueprint dated May 2013 is a good start but is
certainly not yet a legal document and has many statements that can cause litigation.
For example:

Page 1: at no time should such modifications result in significant deviations from the
underlying tenets and goals of the……………
Page 3: ……… which require a variety of mitigation actions to achieve “no net loss with a net
benefit” for sage grouse habitat impacts. (will this be determined by ODFW?)
Page 4: …. time lag to conservation maturity is evaluated as the length of time for a mitigation
action to deliver conservation at a maturity level (or ecological state) similar to that which was
lost at the impact site. (How do all proponents measure and agree?)
Page 5: Mitigation timeframes: ODFW states; “Mitigation goals and standards must be achieved
within a reasonable time frame to benefit the affected species.” (reasonable?)
Page 7: Funding is defined as an amount determined by appropriate cost analysis basis.
Adequacy is defined as funding necessary to carryout agreed to offset actions and

I46z

I46aa
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 Design features and mitigation measures have been updated for the Final EIS and include 
seasonal and spatial restrictions that are consistent with the BLM’s ARMPAs for Idaho. The 
B2H Project will be designed, sited, and implemented to adhere to a mitigation hierarchy that 
will result in a net conservation gain for Greater Sage-Grouse.

I46ac

 Comment noted. In October 2015, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service announced that the listing 
the Greater Sage-Grouse was not warranted.

Appendix E- Greater Sage-Grouse Mitigation Blueprint is not included in the Final EIS. This 
appendix was intended to be used as a placeholder while the BLM fi nalized its Greater 
Sage-Grouse Approved Resource Management Plan Amendments (ARMPAs) for Oregon and 
Idaho. The Greater Sage-Grouse Mitigation Framework has been refi ned for the Final EIS in 
Appendix C to provide additional information about BLM’s requirements and recommendations 
for compensatory mitigation.

The EIS has also been revised to include additional discussion of the effectiveness of 
mitigation measures in reducing impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse, including Applicant-
committed design features and site-specifi c conservation measures that are similar to those 
included in the ARMPAs. The BLM will require a hierarchy for mitigation that will achieve a net 
conservation gain.

Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project. Chapter 3 has 
been expanded to provide more description of the methods for used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach). Chapter 3 also provides more 
information about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on 
resources along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-scale 
maps is provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on the 
resources along all of the alternative routes.

I46ad See next page for response to I46ad.
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perpetual/long term operation, management, monitoring, remedial actions, permitting,
planning and reporting. (subject to litigation)

Although Idaho does not have the majority of the B2H transmission line route, it is important to
note that the 2006 Conservation Plan for Greater Sage Grouse lists infrastructure such as transmission
lines as the second greatest threat for sage grouse after fire. If ranking were available for Oregon, I
suspect they would be the same.

Appendix C: PRC 14, design features for B2H are listed as:
Minimize disturbance/removal of vegetation beneficial to sage grouse (e.g. sage brush, forbs,
and native grasses) in priority habitat by:
Siting staging areas out of priority habitat and minimize size/footprint of staging areas.
Siting pulling locations outside of priority habitat.
Siting equipment storage outside of priority habitat.
Minimizing development of new access roads by utilizing existing roads.
Upgrading roads to the minimum extent necessary.
Managing project access roads to limit public use in priority habitat

These design feature are commendable but are incomplete. Staging areas are not yet
determined, pulling areas may be in priority habitat depending upon tower locations that are not yet
determined, new and improved roads are not yet determined.

So many decisions are yet to be determined, the BLM must follow 40 C.F.R. 1509(a) and issue
a Supplemental EIS so the public can comment on these decisions.

Sage Grouse may be the most effected wildlife species by B2H. Sage Grouse is currently in
process of being potentially listed as a species as threatened under the Endangered Species Act.
Rancher, farmers, and even the BLM is rushing to create habitat protection prior to the 2015 listing
date. IPC determined the route locations prior to 2011, and prior to the Sage Grouse coming to the
forefront of concern.

The Draft EIS clearly indicates that sage grouse impacts are a crucial component of the analysis
and that mitigation is a necessary element for determining project approval. However, the draft does
not share what the impact could be and what mitigation will be needed to insure no net loss. No one,
especially the public can if mitigation is adequate.

Sage Grouse discussion is weak and appears to be left to the final EIS. 40 C.F.R. 1509(a)
requires, in part: The draft statement must fulfill and satisfy to the fullest extent possible the
requirements established for final statements in section 102(2)(C) of the Act. If a draft statement is so
inadequate as to preclude meaningful analysis, the agency shall prepare and circulate a revised draft of
the appropriate portion.

I formally request a revised draft. A Supplemental EIS, with a Mitigation Blueprint that
quantifies direct and indirect impacts to habitat and the projects costs for mitigation.

Respectfully,

Gail Carbiener

I46aa

I46ab

I46ac

I46ad
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I46ad  

 Comment noted. In October 2015, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service announced that listing the 
Greater Sage-Grouse was not warranted.

Appendix E- Greater Sage-Grouse Mitigation Blueprint is not included in the Final EIS. This 
appendix was intended to be used as a placeholder while the BLM fi nalized its Greater 
Sage-Grouse Approved Resource Management Plan Amendments (ARMPAs) for Oregon and 
Idaho. The Greater Sage-Grouse Mitigation Framework has been refi ned for the Final EIS in 
Appendix C to provide additional information about BLM’s requirements and recommendations 
for compensatory mitigation.

The EIS has also been revised to include additional discussion of the effectiveness of 
mitigation measures in reducing impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse, including Applicant-
committed design features and site-specifi c conservation measures that are similar to those 
included in the ARMPAs. The BLM will require a hierarchy for mitigation that will achieve a net 
conservation gain.

As the name suggests, the Mitigation Framework is intended to be a detailed framework, not 
a site-specifi c mitigation plan The Mitigation Framework (1) establishes how avoidance and 
minimization have eliminated and/or reduced impacts; (2) identifi es residual resource effects 
that meet criteria for warranting compensatory mitigation; and (3) provides a framework for 
how the appropriate level and type of compensatory mitigation will be determined for those 
resource effects.

Upon selection of the fi nal route in the Record of Decision and following fi nal engineering and 
design, the Compensatory Mitigation Plan will be prepared using the Mitigation Framework as 
a guide in assessing the direct and indirect impacts based on an engineered and designed 
alignment, and will identify a suite of site-specifi c compensatory mitigation projects for 
selection and implementation under the review and guidance of the cooperating agencies. 
The fi nal detailed Compensatory Mitigation Plan must be accepted and approved by the 
cooperating agencies prior to the Notice to Proceed. 
Any necessary modifi cations to the Mitigation Framework will be addressed in the Record of 
Decision.
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comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Gail C <mcgccarb@bendbroadband.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 17, 2015 5:33 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Cc: Jennifer Theisen: BLM; Tamara Gertsch: BLM-B2H
Subject: Boardman to Hemingway Draft EIS Comments
Attachments: B2H Draft EIS Comments rev 2-17-2015.docx

Mr. Jerome Perez
BLM State Director
Oregon and Washington

These are my comments for the Draft EIS for Boardman to Hemingway Transmission line.

Gail Carbiener
19506 Pond Meadow Ave.
Bend, OR 97702
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Gail Carbiener February 17, 2015
19506 Pond Meadow Ave.
Bend, OR 97702

Bureau of Land Management
Vale District Office
100 Oregon Street
Vale, OR 97918

Via email: comment@boardmantohemingway.com

Re: Boardman to Hemingway Draft EIS Comments

Please accept my comments when considering modifications to the final EIS for the B2H
Transmission Line. I appreciate the opportunity and intend to be constructive.

Visual Analysis – Introduction
The BLM, Idaho Power and their consultants have studied, measured and reduced to numeric

values what we see or don’t see as it relates to the B2H Transmission line and impacts on the land. We
measure from stationary platforms, linear platforms, above, below, neutral, foreground or middle
ground distances, how long it is in view, scale/spatial relationships, magnitude of change and visual
sensitivity, just to name a few. Each of course, has its own scale like negligible, low, moderate and high.

Can we reduce to a numeric value an individual’s feeling, sense of beauty, or pleasure when
driving along Interstate 84 and looking at the forest, or camping at Farewell Bend State Park and
looking out at the river on one side and brown rolling hills on the other, or travelling on the dirt road
beside the Oregon Trail in the dust and wind.

The B2H Transmission Line project will be the largest single construction event through Eastern
Oregon since four lane Interstate 84 was completed in 1975. The BLM recognizes this is a huge project
with towers up to almost 200 feet tall, that are taller than most of the pine trees in the forest; for
another comparison, an eight lane Interstate Freeway has outside shoulders which are generally 10', 4
lanes of travel which are 48' (12' per lane) inside shoulders are 8' so overall an eight lane freeway
would be 132' wide on an average, less than the 250 foot right of way for the B2H line.

So in my response to the DEIS, I will call attention to areas of measurement that I do not agree
with or I feel are lacking in detail. Scenic quality is after all in the eyes of the beholder!

Comment #1: 3.2.7.2 Visual Resources – Regulatory Framework
The BLM should acknowledge that the BLM and the USFS formal systems to inventory visual

resources and evaluate visual change in the landscape are subjective. BLM Manual 8431 even suggests
that several people complete and analysis and consider an average valuation.
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I47a  Comment noted; The correct viewer positions have been considered within this analysis, but 
no longer appear in the tables.

I47b  Comment noted.

I47c
 Comment noted; Impacts from this KOP have now been included. The environmental factors 
(i.e. angle of view, viewer orientation, etc.) have been considered within this analysis, but no 
longer appear in the tables.
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Comment #2: 3.2.7.4. Visual Resources – Sensitive Viewing Platforms
I believe the following descriptions in Table 3 150 are incorrect and should read:

Platform 5 25a Flagstaff Hill Trail south Viewer position would be predominately superior
(above) the Transmission line

Platform 5 25b Flagstaff Hill Trail north Viewer position would be predominately superior
(above) the Transmission line

Platform 5 25c Flagstaff Hill Panorama Pt. Viewer position would be predominately superior
(above) the Transmission line; The relative degree
of viewer exposure would be about 90% and
depending upon the sunlight, up to 5 miles distant

Platform 5 25d Flagstaff Hill Main Build Viewer position looking out viewing window to the
north would be superior (above); with viewer
exposure about 90%.

All views of the “Viewer position” of the platforms listed above plus the Kiwanis Monument and
the Wagon Encampment are all elevated above the level of the transmission line running in the valley
below. The visitor will be looking down upon the transmission line, so the view is superior. How can the
BLM make this error?

Comment #3: 3.2.7.6 Scenic Quality – Baker Valley
Page 3 617; Scenic Quality middle ground paragraph, states that view of the project

components would be limited by increased distance and magnitude of change would be negligible. This
is not true, the “Magnitude of Change” thresholds are described for Moderate Impacts as:

Landscape would appear to be substantially altered.
Project components would introduce form, line, color, texture, or scale not common in the
landscape and would be visually prominent in the landscape (moderate contrast).

Landscape Character page 3 617, line 16: “impact would be high due to the dominant scale of
the transmission line towers in comparison to the flat to rolling landforms, low sage steppe and
agricultural vegetation.” This substantiates the magnitude of change to scenic quality above.

Public concern for scenic quality, measured on the BLM sensitivity scale, in Baker Valley is
certainly high.

The Baker County government and public agencies have continued to manage Baker Valley as a
tourist attraction with outstanding scenic qualities. They would rate the area as “A.”

The BLM should return this DEIS to Idaho Power and their consultants for a better plan to
comply with visual resources that fit with the community objectives.

Comment #4: 3.2.7.6 Scenic Quality – Baker Valley – Flagstaff Hill
Stationary Viewing Platforms (page 3 617; line 21): The BLM seems to have overlooked

platform 5 25c NHOTIC Panorama Point which is within .3 miles or in the foreground of the Flagstaff
Alternative. Flagstaff Hill north is platform 5 25b and carries tourists to the Panorama Point overlook,
so some locations along the route are within ½ mile of the Transmission line. The two platforms
5 25b and 5 25c I believe more closely comply with Table 3 152 Visual Impact Thresholds in the
following areas:

Angle of View – High Impact: Viewer position is neutral or inferior, as both platforms are
elevated above the valley floor where the transmission line will be located.
View Orientation – views are predominately head on. Tourist is looking north to see where the
emigrants are going which is directly parallel with the transmission line.

I47a

I47b

I47c
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Scale/Spatial Relationship – Project components would introduce elements and patterns that
would be visually dominant and create strong contrast as compared to other features in the
landscape. Can’t miss 200 foot tall towers with lines running in low continuous arcs every 1200
feet, about 4 per mile, set against the fields of alfalfa or brown grass.

This is the section of the Transmission line that I have recommended be buried underground.
The National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretative Center is the single most economic positive tourist
attraction in Baker County.

Linear Viewing Platforms – the descriptions speak for themselves. High impacts, long views,
much within the foreground, skylined, and on and on………… The magnitude of the B2H is enormous,
the BLM must design another route or stop the project altogether.

How bad does it have to get to have the BLM say that is enough? Certainly all these visual
resources cannot get much worse. What will the BLM do to eliminate this huge project being placed
upon the Flagstaff Hill viewscape.

Comment #5: 3.2.7.6 Compliance with Management Objectives
In some of the obvious locations that are critical to visual resources for residents and tourists

there are no KOP sites. Some areas are not BLM land, but others are. In segment 1, 2 and part of 3
there are no BLM lands disturbed therefore compliance is not applicable.

Most counties do not have VRM Classes described in the same manner as the BLM. Would it
not have been proper for BLM Field Staff to look at these critical areas to make an observation for the
public’s information? To completely ignore VRM in segment 1, 2 and 3 is not responsible. The Tub
Mountain South Alternative would create strong visual contrast that would not comply with current
VRM Class III at three KOPs, according to the DEIS.

So we have many areas of the B2H that do not comply with VRM classes, so we just amend the
Plans. Amending the Plans (refer to 3.4.1.2) does not seem to be a big deal. Amending a portion of the
VRM Class designation from VRM Class III to VRM Class IV would allow changes to the characteristic
landscape to increase from needing to partially retain landscape character to accept instead, major
modification of the landscape character.

There are no reasons given or alternatives proposed, other than to provide for the 250 foot
wide B2H Transmission Line. Certainly these Plans were designed to be management guidelines and
not amended as a result of other proposed BLM actions.

The Baker RMP originally made final in 1989 and is being revised with much effort, the Draft EIS
was released in November 2011, no final decision has yet been published. Some of the reasons given
for the revision, in addition to being over 20 years old, were:

The Baker RMP revision is needed to address significant and ongoing changes that have
occurred since the signing of the Record of Decision for the 1989
Increased pressure for access to and use of public lands due to regional population growth and
urban expansion
Emerging recreational activities, many of which are based on recently developed technologies
that have yielded new or improved recreational equipment.
New listings or de listings of species under the Endangered Species Act or as BLM sensitive
species

I47d I47d
 Comment noted. As mentioned, VRM Classes only apply to lands that are managed by the 
BLM; however, potential impacts to non-BLM lands have been included within the analysis. No 
additional KOP sites were mentioned during the public comment process.
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Although the Draft EIS of the Baker RMP did not include right of ways as a reason to revise the
plan, it was a major element of Alternative 1 (the BLM Preferred Alternative) and was made part of the
record of decision. It reads as follows:

Renewable Energy Development
The BLM would exclude energy and non energy related ROWs on 72,618 acres, including wilderness
areas, wilderness study areas (WSAs), designated and suitable WSR corridors, the Oregon Trail Area of
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC; excluding National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center
[NHOTIC] administrative site uses), the proposed Virtue Flat ACEC, and identified lands with wilderness
characteristics. In addition, the BLM would identify 32,299 acres as avoidance areas, including special
status plant habitat, cultural sites, existing and proposed ACECs, NHOTIC scenic viewshed, relic sites,
and Coyote Peak.

I am concerned that the B2H project does not comply with BLMManagement objectives for
visual resources. With the Baker Resource Management Plan being currently revised, its intent is to
maintain and improve not reduce visual resources in the Baker area.

The BLM should return this DEIS and require a new plan for the Baker Valley route.

Comment #6: 3.2.7.6 Compliance with Management Objectives
The Tub Mountain South Alternative would create strong visual contrast that would not comply

with current VRM Class III at three KOPs. This alternative would not comply with VRM Class III from the
Alkali Springs Interpretive Site (8 1), Oregon Trail ACEC Birch Creek (8 3), and Virtue Flat OHV Area (5
84) in the Malheur Field Office because primarily of strong contrast in terms of form.

The Alkali Springs Interpretive Site is within the ACEC along the Oregon Trail. The ACEC was
designated by the BLM for special management to protect the Oregon Trail.

Site 8 3 is located at the Birch Creek Interpretive Site, a BLM recreation site within the Birch
Creek Segment of the National Historic Oregon Trail ACEC. The viewer exposure of the project
components from the platform would be approximately 45°. In the middleground, the amount of
viewer exposure of the project components from this platform would be approximately 180° with
strong visual contrast dominating the landscape.

This section of the segment covers approximately 20 miles and includes two ACECs. By reducing
the VRM Class from Class III to Class IV the BLM is opening the area to development. Class IV allows
major modification to the landscape, level of change can be high, and become the dominate, and
major focus of the visitor.

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) certainly cannot exist with Class IV
management objectives.

How will the BLM solve this situation?

Comment #7: 3.2.8.7 Environmental Consequences
In the paragraph Type and Level of Impact on page 3 803, the DEIS makes two bold statements

that are yet to be determined. If these are the assumptions prior to evaluation the BLM and IPC are not
complying with the intent to be objective.

1. Indirect: Resources indirectly impacted by the project as a by product of increased access will
be located within the 500 foot corridor for direct impacts. Very few of these resources should
be located outside of the 500 foot corridor.

I47e

I47f

I47e

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

I47f

 Comment noted. Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration 
with the counties, and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number 
of recommended routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes 
analyzed for the Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Consideration of ACEC 
boundaries, special management areas, recreation areas and other sensitive resources was 
considered in this effort. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported throughout Chapter 3.
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2. Direct impacts to most of the resources located in the 500 foot wide corridor can be avoided
through micrositing of project elements, such as towers, tie downs, roads, and substation
structures.

Current activities confirm that on BLM land where new access is provided that the public will
use those routes. The Oregon Trail is a good example in Oregon, Idaho and Wyoming. In the Plan of
Development, IPC illustrates clearly that ground between towers will be used for wire pulling, cranes,
and operations maintenance. At points where the Oregon Trail is crossed by the project, the Trail is
likely to be directly impacted.

The BLM should acknowledge that these impacts can occur and determine how to eliminate
impacts.

Comment #8: 3.2.9.7 Environmental Consequences – Summary of Direct and Indirect Impacts
The DEIS is quite clear about environmental impacts starting on page 3 837 at line 11:

The magnitude of the miles of the Oregon NHT that would be visible within the foreground of
the Proposed Action and the alternatives would range from negligible to moderate (up to 80
percent). The Proposed Action and alternatives would have direct, long term adverse impacts to
the visual setting with the foreground of the Oregon NHT. From the middleground of the Trail
(0.5 miles to 5 miles), the Proposed Action, and alternatives would be visible greater than 80
percent within the portion of the Oregon NHT within the analysis areas of the respective
alternatives. The Proposed Action and alternatives would dominant the landscape in the
foreground of the trail and create strong visual contrast as compared to other features in the
existing landscape.

The challenge is for the BLM to comply with various BLMManuals 6280; 8400; 8431; as well as
Federal laws and regulations that protect the Oregon National Historic Trail. Each of these documents
intend that the BLM protect the Trail and yet we find that exceptions are being suggested that will
allow the B2H project.

The paragraph back on page 3 729 is directly opposite the paragraph quoted above and sets
the stage for little compromise if the position is not more clearly defined.

Page 3 729: The influence of the alternatives under consideration would have minimal
impact when compared to the qualities of the entire 2,170 mile long congressionally
designated trail, the 529.2 miles of trail in Idaho, or the 519.5 miles of trail in Oregon.

The quick impression I get from this is that destruction of just a little bit of the Trail will not
have much impact since there is 2170 miles in total. Certainly that is not the message the BLM wants
to provide so the BLM must explain this statement in more detail.

Comment #9: 3.2.9.8 Summary of BLMManual 6280 Analysis Methodology
Page 3 841; line 24, refers us to a table in Appendix B.8 for detailed information.

Appendix B.8 reads: Supporting data for national historic trails and study trails for the B2H Project is
available in BLMManual 6280 Inventory and Impacts Analysis for National Historic Trails and Study
Trails for the Boardman to Hemingway 500 kV Transmission Line Project and can be found on the
Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project website.

Please provide a better location. There is no table in appendix B.8.

I47g

I47h

I47i

I47j

I47g

 Direct and indirect impacts on National Historic Trail and Study Trails were analyzed in the 
Final EIS. Additionally, a comprehensive mitigation approach was developed to reduce both 
direct and indirect impacts on National Trails including compensatory mitigation as directed 
by the Department of the Interior’s Landscape-Scale Mitigation Strategy. Specifi c to NHT 
crossings, mitigation will be applied to exclude any construction activities across contributing 
trail segments.

I47h

 Comment noted. The Applicant has committed to several design features and site specifi c 
selective mitigation measures designed to avoid or reduce anticipated B2H Project effects 
for the Oregon Trail. These mitigation measures have been considered as a requirement for 
construction, operation, and maintenance and will be transferred to the Plan of Development 
which will be a condition of the Record of Decision and a stipulation of the right-of-way grant.

I47i

 This statement was removed as it inaccurately states the intactness of the remaining portions 
of the Oregon NHT reducing the effect of the B2H Project on the trail and trail setting. The 
Cumulative Effects section (Section 3.3) also has been expanded to include effects from 
the B2H Project in consideration with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects along the high potential historic sites and segments to facilitate a more accurate 
acknowledgment of effects on the Oregon NHT. Additionally, a comprehensive mitigation 
approach was developed to reduce both direct and indirect impacts on National Trails including 
compensatory mitigation as directed by the Department of the Interior’s Landscape-Scale 
Mitigation Strategy.

I47j  This portion of the document has been revised in the Final EIS.
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Comment #10: 3.2.9.8 Summary of Impacts per BLMManual 6280
The DEIS on page 3 845, line 8 states: Determination of conformance with National Trail VRM Classes

is not included in this analysis because no specific “National Trail VRM Classes” have been established for the
Oregon NHT or Study Trails within the analysis area.

BLMManual 6280 was sent to BLM District Offices on September 14, 2012, and it appears that
much of the requirements for the National Historic Trail has not been started. It is not my intent to
republish the 6280, but a paragraph like:

3.4 Initiating the National Trail Inventory Process
Paragraph B. Conduct a viewshed analysis for each inventory analysis unit to determine landscape
features that are seen, seldom seen, and not seen from the National Trail. The extent of the
viewshed analyzed may be limited by site specific conditions, including cultural and landscape
modifications, land status, and topography. The foreground, middle ground, and background of the
viewshed from the National Trail must be identified. The viewshed will be determined through the
aid of a computer based visibility analysis from specific inventory observation points (IOP).

For the BLM to report that VRM Classes have not been established so conformance cannot be
determined is not responsible. At what stage of completion are the BLM VRM Classes for the National
Historic Trail?

Comment #11: 3.2.9.8 Impacts Flagstaff Alternative Oregon Trail NHT
On page 3 856 the DEIS states: views of the project components from the Oregon NHT would be

equally backdropped against terrain and skylined. The Flagstaff Alternative would be visually prominent
in the landscape and create a moderate level of contrast in the foreground of the Oregon Trail NHT.

The two simulations that were done by IPC in December 2012 show a “Strong” degree of
contrast. The towers are shown and certainly demand attention, will not be overlooked, and is
dominant in the landscape. These simulation views are from the Interpretive Center looking south and
Panorama Point. We know that the human eye is better than the photograph.

I47k I47k

 The determination of National Trail VRM Classes was incorrectly stated in the Draft EIS. 
Manual 6280 guides BLM fi eld offi ces to consider VRM Classes refl ecting the quality and 
intactness of NHT settings but does not direct the creation of National Trail-specifi c VRM 
Classes. Currently, the BLM is developing a new RMP for the Baker Resource Area including 
updated VRM Classes.
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The DEIS goes on to say that In the middleground, because of the distance from Oregon NHT in
the vicinity of the Oregon Trail ACECs combined with views of the project components predominately
backdropped against the terrain, the Flagstaff Alternative would not attract attention, and the impacts
to the visual resource would be negligible. This may be true at Straw Ranch and Burnt River Canyon,
but not at Flagstaff Hill or Virtue Flat.

Does the BLM plan on AVERAGING the locations along the Flagstaff Alternative to make the
Flagstaff Hill Interpretive Center less of a concern?

Previous comments have suggested burying the power line in this location.

Comment #12: 3.3.3 Projects or Actions with Potential for Cumulative Effect
In this part of the DEIS maps show current power lines running all the way from Boardman to

Hemingway that are close to but not the same as the proposed route of the B2H. I am aware of the
Idaho Power CAP process that proposed up to 45 alternative routes, some suggesting parts of the
existing transmission line corridors. I am aware of IPC reluctance to use existing corridors because of
what they believe to be security issues. WECC has eliminated this issue as well as ICF International who
analyzed separation of transmission lines for the Wyoming Infrastructure Authority. The Longhorn
Variation does not follow these separation distances.

The BLM is ignoring its own Manual 2802.1 B.1&2 which states; “Whenever possible the BLM
will manage ROW use of public land through a system of designated corridors. Use of designated
corridors for future ROW grants will be actively encouraged by the BLM. A designated corridor is a
preferred location for the placement of rights of way.”

In addition, 40 C.F.R. 1503.4: The BLM has a duty to respond to all substantive comments, such
as developing and evaluating alternatives not previously given serious consideration by the agency.

The alternative previously suggested in my responses, of following the existing energy
corridor south through Central Oregon and then west via Burns to Hemingway has not been given
serious consideration.

I47l

I47m

I47l  The impact assessment approach described in the Final EIS considers impacts along each 
tenth of mile of the B2H Project so no impacts are averaged.

I47m  

 This alternative was developed when the Applicant revised their SF-299 application to include 
the Longhorn Substation. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. 

Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of county lands and colocation with existing facilities (including transportation facilities). 
In addition the Final EIS has been revised to include more information regarding land use 
regulations, existing land use and use of designated corridors. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 
(Recommended Route-Variation Options) and 3.2.6 for further detail. 

CEQ does not require that all reasonable alternatives have to be considered; rather, a 
reasonable range of alternatives should be considered. The EIS identifi ed and analyzed a 
reasonable range of alternatives. 
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Comment #13: 3.3.3.3 Land Management Plan Revisions – Wallowa Whitman NF
The plan revision for the Wallowa Whitman NF is between Draft and Final Decision. The

Interstate 84 energy corridor may not be changed and may not affect the B2H project.
The B2H project is in violation of the Eastside Screens standards which require:

Maintain all remnant late and old seral and/or structural live trees greater than 21 inch dbh
that currently exist within stands proposed for harvest activities;
Manipulate vegetative structure that does not meet late and old conditions in a manner that
moves it towards these conditions as appropriate to meet historic range of variability;
Maintain open, park like stand conditions where this condition occurred historically.
Manipulate vegetation in a manner to encourage the development and maintenance of large
diameter, open canopy structure.

I object to revision of the Eastside Screen standards for the B2H project without serious analysis
of more closely paralleling the transmission lines within the corridor. This distance would be
approximately 6 – 9 miles, about the same distance that separation was adjusted on the Longhorn
Variation.

The BLM must determine what the actual effect in numbers of trees above 21 inch dbh will be
cut. The public needs to know this amount.

Thanks you for the opportunity to make comments. I look forward to the final EIS and the
opportunity to discuss my concerns.

Respectfully,

Gail Carbiener

I47n I47n

 The Final EIS has been updated to include evaluation of existing timberlands and analysis 
of potential impacts. See Section 3.2.6 for further detail. In addition, impact analysis and 
mitigation measures have been more clearly identifi ed and organized to address impact and 
mitigation associated with revegetation. 
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 I48a
 CEQ does not require that all reasonable alternatives have to be considered; rather, a 
reasonable range of alternatives should be considered. The EIS identifi ed and analyzed a 
reasonable range of alternatives. 

I48b

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project, Chapter 3 
has been expanded to provide more description of the methods used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach) and to provide more information 
about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on resources 
along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-scale maps is 
provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on the resources 
along all of the alternative routes.

1

Gail Carbiener February 19, 2015
19506 Pond Meadow Ave.
Bend, OR 97702

Bureau of Land Management
Vale District Office
100 Oregon Street
Vale, OR 97918

Via email: comment@boardmantohemingway.com

Re: Boardman to Hemningway Draft EIS Comments

Please accept these additional comments to the Draft EIS for the B2H Transmission Line project.

2.3 The BLM does not evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives in the DEIS. In reality the public is given
many pages of really one route with a few close by short route alternatives.

40 CFR 1502.14 states clearly it is the heart of the environmental impact statement. “Based on the
information and analysis presented in the sections on the Affected Environment (§ 1502.15) and the
Environmental Consequences (§ 1502.16), it should present the environmental impacts of the proposal and the
alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice among
options by the decision maker and the public.” [Emphasis added]

Alternatives considered but eliminated were not presented in any detail, certainly not in comparative
form. The BLM simply stated that they were technically not feasible, similar to proposal, did not meet purpose,
not economic, or ineffective.

The BLM has not met NEPA requirements to evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives. Idaho Power
has made the decision rather than the BLM.

3.1.2.2 The BLM has employed consultants to evaluated the amount and locations of ground disturbing activity
associated with the B2H Project based on the descriptions of project construction, operations, and maintenance
activities in IPC’s November 2011 Revised Plan of Development, and they determined the types, duration and
intensities of impacts that could occur on the land.

Of course this has been done based upon the BLM preferred route. No evaluations were done to
determine effects based upon possible alternatives that the public has not had a chance to compare. In addition,
the final requirements will be built into the IPC Plan of Development, not yet knowing if requirements are
possible.

At the very least the BLM should prepare a Supplemental EIS based upon significant new impacts that
have not have been evaluated. 23 CFR 771.130 (a)(2): States a Draft EIS may be supplemented at any time…..
whenever new information or circumstances relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed
action or its impacts would result in significant environmental impacts not evaluated in the EIS.

Thank you;

Gail Carbiener

I48a

I48b
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1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Gail C <mcgccarb@bendbroadband.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 5:20 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Cc: Jennifer Theisen: BLM; Tamara Gertsch: BLM-B2H
Subject: Re: Boardman to Hemingway Draft EIS Comments
Attachments: B2H Draft EIS Comments rev  3-6-2015.docx

Mr. Jerome Perez
BLM State Director
Oregon and Washington

These are my comments for the Draft EIS for Boardman to Hemingway Transmission line dated March 6, 2015.

Gail Carbiener
19506 Pond Meadow Ave.
Bend, OR 97702
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 I49a

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

I49b

 CEQ does not require that all reasonable alternatives have to be considered; rather, a 
reasonable range of alternatives should be considered. The EIS identifi ed and analyzed a 
reasonable range of alternatives. 

Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project, Chapter 3 
has been expanded to provide more description of the methods used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach) and to provide more information 
about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on resources 
along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-scale maps is 
provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on the resources 
along all of the alternative routes.

1

Gail Carbiener March 6, 2015
19506 Pond Meadow Ave.
Bend, OR 97702

Bureau of Land Management
Vale District Office
100 Oregon Street
Vale, OR 97918

Via email: comment@boardmantohemingway.com

Re: Boardman to Hemningway Draft EIS Comments

Please accept these additional comments to the Draft EIS for the B2H Transmission Line project.

Comment #1: The BLM has accepted Idaho Power’s opinion that a route through Oregon and Idaho via
existing transmission corridors from the Columbia and Snake Rivers to Boise area is not possible. This
corridor runs from Walla Walla, tp Wallowa, Enterprise, Midvale and on into Boise.

Part of this route may have been suggested in 2009 as part of the Community Advisory Process
(CAP), and in Appendix E – Idaho Power said it was not willing to build routes east of Boise. The
Treasure Valley Electric Plan was only a small part of this suggested route.

Times have changed, the Gateway West project has received BLM approval, which was one of
the IPC concerns. The BLM needs to have IPC consider this route utilizing current corridors all the way
from Boardman to Boise. IPC stated that this route would require joining Gateway West and B2H, and
increases the risk of both projects failing to meet the in service dates and places peak load service at
risk.

The BLM must have IPC present “hard data” on how they arrived at this conclusion. For
example what requires IPC to perform additional construction? The route eliminates Sage Grouse
concerns and National Historic Trail concerns.

Comment #2: I refer to the National BLMWeb site 40 CFR 1502: Environmental Impact Statement:
Section 2: Implementation: Among other points (f) states; Agencies shall not commit resources

prejudicing selection of alternatives before making a final decision.
In 3.1.2.2 the BLM has employed consultants to evaluated the amount and locations of ground

disturbing activity associated with the B2H Project based on the descriptions of project construction,
operations, and maintenance activities in IPC’s November 2011 Revised Plan of Development, and they
determined the types, duration and intensities of impacts that could occur on the land. Visual Resource
analysis, Wildlife, Vegetation, and other extensive resources have been committed to only the BLM
Environmentally Preferred Route and two or three closely related alternatives.

40 CFR 1502. 14 In this section agencies shall:
a) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all resonable alternatives, and for

alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for
their having been eliminated.

No evaluations were done to determine effects based upon possible alternatives that the public
has not had a chance to compare. In addition, the DEIS says final requirements will be built into the IPC
Plan of Development, not yet knowing if requirements are possible.

The BLM has not met NEPA requirements to evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives.

I49a

I49b
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I49c
 The Oregon NHT is discussed in Section 3.2.13.3 (Issues identifi ed for Analysis).

Secretarial order 3330, Improving Mitigation Policies and Practices of the Department of the 
Interior, has been added as suggested.

I49d

 (1) 5 miles on either side of the centerline is the accepted protocol for large-scale linear 
infrastructure projects. Refer to the Programmatic Agreement (Appendix I) for site-specifi c 
consideration. Per Stipulation I.A.2.b of the Programmatic Agreement for the B2H Project “The 
indirect effects APE for the Undertaking will extend generally for fi ve miles or to the visual 
horizon, whichever is closer, on either side of the centerline of the proposed alignment and 
alternative routes.”

(2) BLM complies with Secretarial Order 3330 by analyzing multiple alternative routes and 
comparing resource impacts.

(3 through 5) Per Stipulation IV.B of the Programmatic Agreement for the B2H Project “The 
BLM will consult with the parties to this agreement to seek ways to avoid or minimize adverse 
effects to historic properties. If historic properties cannot be avoided, subsurface investigation 
may be necessary for archaeological sites within the direct effect APE which may be adversely 
affected. Determination of the site boundaries in relation to the direct effect APE, and actual 
area of ground disturbance, may be undertaken through subsurface investigation to aid 
in developing alternative design and/or mitigation strategies. If adverse effects cannot be 
avoided, the BLM will consult with the parties to this agreement to determine appropriate 
mitigation measures to be detailed in the HPMP.” Site-specifi c mitigation for the B2H Project 
will be developed in the Historic Properties Management Plan in compliance with Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act and in consultation with tribes and consulting parties.

2

Comment #3: 3.2.8.1 Considerations for Defining Cultural Resources
3.2.8.2 Regulatory Framework

There is no reference to the National Historic Oregon Trail and leaves one to hunt through the
definitions to insure that it has been included. Without written reference, it is suspect that the DEIS
authors considered the resource.

There is no reference to the Secretary’s Order No. 3330 issued on October 31, 2013 or the
resulting “A Strategy for Improving the Mitigation Policies and Practices of The Department of the
Interior.” Cultural Landscapes may be new to the BLM, but need to be part of the environmental
considerations for B2H.

Cultural Landscapes provide a sense of place and identity; they map our relationship with the
land over time; and they are part of our national heritage and each of our lives. They are sites
associated with a significant event, such as the Western Expansion to Oregon over the Oregon Trail.

Neglect and inappropriate development put our irreplaceable landscape legacy increasingly at
risk. Too often today’s short sighted decisions threaten the survival and continuity of our shared
heritage. The ongoing care and interpretation of these sites improves our quality of life and deepens a
sense of place and identity for future generations.

The two sections (3.2.8.1 and 3.2.8.2) are not unique as they appear in other DEIS within both
Oregon and Idaho. The BLM must add to these sections the following elements for analysis:

1) The BLM must greatly widen the Cultural Landscape Scale for B2H impact consideration, 5
miles on either side of the center line is much too small an area for regional consideration.

2) The BLM must modify cultural resource analysis from site by site to comply with Order 3330
which directed DOI agencies to “avoid potential environmental impacts from projects
through steps such as advanced landscape level planning that identifies areas suitable for
development because of relatively low natural or cultural resources conflicts.”

3) The BLM must determine how to apply the Strategy for Improving the Mitigation Policies and
Practices of The Department of the Interior to the B2H project.

4) The BLM must place a value on the permanent loss to the Oregon Trail, including cumulative
future impact.

5) The BLM must determine specific compensatory mitigation requirements as a condition of a
permit to be issued to Idaho Power.

The BLM may need to consider a supplemental DEIS to include this new information.
23 CFR 771.130 Supplemental environmental impact statements
(a) A draft EIS, final EIS, or supplemental EIS may be supplemented at any time. An EIS

shall be supplemented whenever the Administration determines that:
(1) Changes to the proposed action would result in significant environmental impacts

that were not evaluated in the EIS; or
(2) New information or circumstances relevant to environmental concerns and bearing

on the proposed action or its impacts would result in significant environmental impacts not
evaluated in the EIS.

Comment #4: 3.4 Plan Amendments

The Southeastern Oregon RMP and Baker RMP Plan Amendments have been delayed due to
sage grouse related land use planning as directed by the State Director. The Sage Grouse RMP
Amendment process for the applicable western US Districts will issue Final EISs in the Spring of 2015

I49c

I49d
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I49e
 The visual analysis area includes all areas within 5 miles of the alternative routes. The 250 foot 
width is in reference to the right-of-way, or “footprint” of the project where it would not comply 
with the current VRM class.

3

and Records of Decision in the summer of 2015. Once the Greater Sage Grouse RMP amendment effort
is completed, the BLM expects to resume work with estimated Draft issued in 2016.

Neither of the RMPs addressed the issue of immediate amendments that are recommended in
the B2H DEIS. Of course, no reference was made to Landscape Planning as presented recently by the
BLM in meeting in Denver and Sacramento.
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/planning/planning_overview/planning_2_0.html

In order to authorize the Proposed Action, the Baker RMP would need to be amended at the
Visual Resources section. “The portion of the 250 feet wide right of way for the Boardman to
Hemingway Transmission Project within VRM Class III lands in the vicinity of the National Historic
Oregon Trail Interpretive Center would be amended to VRM Class IV.”

Under Landscape Management, and any other consideration, 250 feet is a ridiculously small
area for visual resource analysis.

The BLM must delay RMP amendments until both SEORMP and Baker RMP are completed.

Thank you;

Gail Carbiener

I49e
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 I50a  Comments noted. 

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Friday, March 06, 2015 9:16 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I am currently in the process of building a residence along you route.

To be specific, T9S - R40E Sec 1 SW/SW, right beside hwy 86 at the foot of Flagstaff (Baker 
City area). The map shows a

Mike Carnahan <qexd50@hotmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102628
I am currently in the process of building a residence along you route. To be specific, T9S R40E Sec 1 SW/SW, right
beside hwy 86 at the foot of Flagstaff (Baker City area).
The map shows an Alt route directly over my property. When the house is built, this spring/summer, it will probably be
within the corridor of that proposed route.
I encourage you to continue along your proposed route, east of the Ore. Trail Interpretive Center, to help avoid any
conflicts.
Thanks
Mike Carnahan

I50a
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 I51a  Comment noted.

I51b  Comments noted.

I51c
 The Applicant will negotiate with the owners of real property interests to ensure that, if 
any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal location, they are appropriately 
compensated.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: DJCarroll <djcarol@fmtc.com>
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 3:50 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Proposed transmission lines

I would rather see the transmission lines go to the Portland Metro area where they are needed more than we need
them here. I would also like to see the money that would have been spent on this project put towards solar energy. The
power that those transmission lines would supposedly bring to my area is negligible. Local solar power would benefit
the area more. The same amount of employment & more local power would be generated by the construction of solar
energy over putting in more overhead lines.
That being said…the companies that are involved have never been known for their common sense and the cooperation’s
will do want they want regardless of what the people need or want. I only ask that the landowners who will be affected
by this project or any other project be fairly and justly compensated for their land.
Dawn Carroll
PO Box 2554
Nyssa, Or 97913
djcarol@fmtc.com

Right-click 
download 
help protec
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This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.
www.avast.com

I51a

I51b

I51c
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 I52a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2015 10:19 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Please do not move forward with infringing on personal property rights. 

Be a part of what's right in America.

tina cave <caveacre@wrechlink.us>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103028
Please do not move forward with infringing on personal property rights. Be a part of what's right in America.I52a
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 No response needed.
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 I54a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 17, 2015 11:10 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: 4717: New Communication: Simply to the point.     I find it all to real and disturbing 

that too  often money, power and government feel they have a right to walk over and 
take what they want from landholders

Brett Christiano <brett christiano@msn.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103187
Simply to the point. I find it all to real and disturbing that too
often money, power and government feel they have a right to walk over and take what they want from landholders,
those that toiled to attain so called ownership and rights to personal property. Many times these lands are the
homesteaded properties of forefathers that poured their sweat and blood out to strive to make a living or existence for
their families and have through it all given back to their communities with their time and finances. These are the
individuals that helped build a strong nation. Oh yes, the government I speak of is one Of The People By The People For
The People.
Does it still exist?

I can believe that if the best route for this line was to transit through a designated wilderness, another route would
be found at ANY expense.
Yes, and you would have activists on your door step fighting to keep you out.

Odd, I find that the so called government can set aside land as wilderness but we the people are not allowed to
consider our lands that we have toiled to acquire just as sacred and ask people to respect it the same.
Why isn't it OUR place of solitude where we can go retreat without having man made towering disturbances, trafficking
and scarred land disrupt our tranquility.

I believe the powers of the B2H project need to find alternatives that do not tear through the heart and soul of
private landowners.
Respectfully written
Brett Christiano

I54a



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-130

Linda CristianoI55

 I55a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 8:32 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I believe that you should not to grant B2H authorization to cross 

privately owned lands.  Save our Beloved sacred ground in E Oregon, and Idaho! We "The 
People" have worshi

Linda Christiano <spotofaithfarm444@yahoo.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102951
I believe that you should not to grant B2H authorization to cross privately owned lands.
Save our Beloved sacred ground in E Oregon, and Idaho!
We "The People" have worshiped this ground, and our Ancestors are buried there:(

I BELIEVE IDAHO POWER HAS OTHER OPTIONS!
Go to the people for their opinion!!!

I55a
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 I56a  Comment noted; viewshed analyses were completed for all alternative alignments, and impact 
analyses have been completed and described within the Final EIS.

I56b

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility of BLM and other 
land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way across lands it 
administers.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 08, 2015 11:43 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: 4568: New Communication: The preferred route for the proposed Idaho Power 500 kilovolt 

line, immediately adjacent to Morgan Lake and visible from just about everywhere around it, 
is unacceptable. The sightlines are so poor th

Flag Status: Flagged

Norm Cimon <normcimon@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102688
The preferred route for the proposed Idaho Power 500 kilovolt line, immediately adjacent to Morgan Lake and visible
from just about everywhere around it, is unacceptable. The sightlines are so poor that they beg the question of whether
a view shed analysis was ever done. Such an analysis is part of every project with this potential impact. Terrain maps can
identify what the towers will look like from all points of view.

Idaho Power has much bigger questions to answer about that high voltage line. David Crane, the CEO of NRG the largest
power generator in the country, believes that the power grid we have is obsolete, and that high tension lines, such as
the Boardman Hemingway 500KV line, are no longer needed. Moreover, investment analysts have told their clients,
including retirement funds, to get out of commercial utilities. Idaho Power needs a new business model, not stranded
assets. That's what this line will be in the very near future. It's a mistake to go into debt for this line. Your customer base
is going to shrink.

Power will flow from the bottom up. It will come from communities, hospitals, schools, businesses and individuals all
generating their own electricity from sources such as micro turbines and solar. It will be stored locally, distributed using
digitally controlled microgrids, and the excess sold back to a utility. If the individual generator wants to do that, the
power will be fed onto a larger grid, but one that is much more local in scale. All of this is already happening in
California, and that's an omen for all utilities.

Right now, in eleven states, the cheapest way to power new construction is solar. In three years, that number will be 25
states. A few years after that, developers will want to do that in just about the entire country. The interior NW, which
Idaho Power serves, will be right there given its solar resources.

Small campus scale digital grids that will allow for distributed generation, will give us a much more robust electric
system, one that can't be brought down across an entire region when a tree touches a power line in the middle of
nowhere. John Wellinghoff, the former FERC chair, has said just that, and he knows the energy grid as well as anyone.

For consumer/producers, distributed generation will mean a one time investment that will result in evaporating power
bills, and an opportunity to partner with utilities.

For Idaho power it's going to bring a sea change in the way you do business. Is it time to kill that high tension line and
stop the flow of money into what increasingly looks like a bad bet? I believe it is, but your investors will want to take a
hard look at that question for themselves. They'll want to that before this goes much further

I56a
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Matt CooperI57

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 8:24 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I am a 23-year resident of La Grande and enjoy walking, kayaking, 

skiing and bird watching at Morgan Lake park. I  am concerned about the impact to the view 
shed in this remarkable location, and thus

Dr. Matt Cooper <mcooperpiano@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/96722
I am a 23 year resident of La Grande and enjoy walking, kayaking, skiing and bird watching at Morgan Lake park. I am
concerned about the impact to the view shed in this remarkable location, and thus I urge you to adopt the alternative
plan for the 500kV line that routes it further from Morgan Lake and closer to Glass Hill. (This is the route in blue on the
maps.) Thank you for your time and consideration.

300263
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 I58a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 15, 2015 4:34 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Regarding Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line. After reading 

up on what is purposed regarding the route of the transmission line, I am totally against the 
route which it is intended to ru

Robert Coward <radials1@comcast.net>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103049
Regarding Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line.
After reading up on what is purposed regarding the route of the transmission line, I am totally against the route which it
is intended to run on. I do not want the ruts of the wagon trains disturbed at all. I am not against having a power line but
please put the power line away, much further away from the route where the pioneer wagons crossed this beautiful
country.
Thank you very much,
Robert R. Coward

I58a
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 I59a

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the 
counties, and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number 
of recommended routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative 
routes analyzed for the Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the 
alternative routes is reported throughout Chapter 3.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 6:22 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I don't believe we should destroy acres and acres of valuable private 

land for this. There are existing power lines; could we expand those? There has to be other 
options!

Kaela Curtis <kjcurtis13@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102944
I don't believe we should destroy acres and acres of valuable private land for this. There are existing power lines; could
we expand those? There has to be other options!I59a
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Kalley DeanI60

 I60a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Saturday, March 14, 2015 8:12 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Our lands are sacred not only cutting through peoples heritage and 

memories putting people's lives at risk is not the way to go.

kalley dean <>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103039
Our lands are sacred not only cutting through peoples heritage and memories putting people's lives at risk is not the way
to go.I60a
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 I61a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 2:01 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I think Idaho Power needs to look into options that do not ruin privately 

owned land, endanger century ranches, homesteads and livelihoods.  They need to go back 
to the drawing table, they need to not

Tiah DeGrofft <degrofft25@yahoo.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102919
I think Idaho Power needs to look into options that do not ruin privately owned land, endanger century ranches,
homesteads and livelihoods. They need to go back to the drawing table, they need to not displace ranches and
endanger the men, women and CHILDREN who work on them, play on them, and live on them; the very families who
have been there for centuries. Reroute, rework, come up with a better plan!

I61a
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Stephen DennisI62

 I62a

 The Timber Canyon Alternative was re-evaluated for the Final EIS to better identify 
potential impacts associated with this alternative. This route crosses mixed conifer 
forest, which is of particular concern for the Forest Service. The Forest Service 
expressed concern about loss of forested habitat (and associated effects on wildlife 
habitat and timber products. This route would require a forest plan amendment. 
In addition, this route is 19 miles longer than other routes in this segment. See 
Sections 2.1.1.3 (Recommended Route-Variation Options), 3.2.3, and 3.2.6 (Timber 
Management) for further detail. 

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 12:28 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication:  We are OPPOSED to the "Timber Canyon Alternate" route. This 

route would go through timber land, un-spoiled natural areas with much wildlife. 
Timber lands and their production would

Stephen Dennis <oldtrailtrading@outlook.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103297
We are OPPOSED to the "Timber Canyon Alternate" route.
This route would go through timber land, un spoiled natural areas with much wildlife. Timber lands and their production
would be destroyed. The "Timber Canyon Alternate" would go through higher value resource lands.
A much better route would be the proposed route because it goes through mostly marginal sagebrush lands.

I62a
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Steve DeruyterI63

 I63a

 Input from the landowner and the impact on property will be carefully considered by Idaho 
Power during fi nal design and engineering, which could include micrositing of the transmission 
line along the selected route. Idaho Power will negotiate with the owners of real property 
interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal location, they 
are appropriately compensated.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 10:08 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I am a property owner in North Powder, we purchased property from 

the Don Buerkel Trust several years ago and according to your map it appears that the 
proposed transmission line will cross over the c

Steve DeRuyter <5dfarmspasco@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103058
I am a property owner in North Powder, we purchased property from the Don Buerkel Trust several years ago and
according to your map it appears that the proposed transmission line will cross over the corner of our property.
This appears to be Mile 130 and tenths 1 2 3 on your map.
We invested over $ 400,000.00 dollars in new irrigation wells last two years for additional water to irrigate the corner of
the property that will be encumbered by the project. We use center pivot irrigation and it will rendered useless by the
line crossing.
we are asking that the project move over to miss our corner so that our center pivot will be able to irrigate that corner.
Also a concern is that if we are irrigating the corner and with sprinklers there could be conditions with wind and misting
that static electricity from the line could cause potential conflict with our farming practices.
Thank you for this consideration
Steve DeRuyter
SSD Lands

I63a
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Whit Deschner – January 5, 2015I64

300284
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Whit Deschner – January 5, 2015 (cont.)I64
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Whit Deschner – February 2, 2015I65

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Whit Deschner <deschnerwhit@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, February 02, 2015 8:06 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: submitted comment
Attachments: Ltr to Editor - Whit v 2-1.docx; second letter to editor.docx; suess vs idaho powwer.docx

My name is Whit Deschner and attached are my comments (3 pieces) regarding 
the B2H power line. 

300288
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Whit Deschner  – February 2, 2015 (cont.)I65

Recently I emailed Idaho Power a letter voicing my concerns over the proposed Boardman to
Hemingway high voltage transmission line. The issues are many: ruining our endangered way of life, a
visual eyesore, eminent domain and EMFs. In time I received a reply but instead of opening their
response through the usual channels I accidently opened it through my translation program. My
computer opened the letter in English and proceeded to translate it into…English. Here is Idaho Power’s
response, translated:

Thank you Mr. Deschner for your recent letter listing your concerns regarding the proposed Boardman
to Hemingway high voltage power line. We are still laughing: you rural folk actually think you can stop
us. Let’s cut straight to the quick. Idaho Power is in business for itself, we trade on the NYSE under IDA,
and we are out to make a profit. Period. If we toast a few sage grouse in the process, tough cookies. Our
primary concern is our stockholders, most of whom live in the Caribbean in tax free fiefdoms. We don’t
wish to upset them. If Idaho Power doesn’t grow by 15% a year they grow edgy. If they are forced to buy
inferior Vermouth for their Martinis, lord have mercy on us all. As we are hoping you will eventually
come to realize, this power line is exactly about that: POWER. It certainly is not about you and your
petty local concerns. With a majority of our stockholders living, like I say, in the Caribbean, this is a
global issue.

However, to address your trifling worries:

1) Concern over “ruining your county’s unique life style.” Come on! Get with it. Baker County is at
least 20 years behind the times. You have no traffic on your roads; everyone is friendly; and
people actually work for a living. A power line down the middle of your valley will bring you right
up to date and let the world know you are not Arkansas.

2) “A visual eyesore.” Pure nonsense, we have many different colors we can disguise the towers
with. Just think of the colors as a pill. You are going to swallow it no matter what. As for ruining
the view from the Oregon Trail Interpretive Center overlooking the longest stretch of Trail
remaining? You’re looking at this from the wrong perspective: Think of how the pioneers would
have looked at it, all those watts they could have used for air conditioning in their wagons or for
heat or TV to keep the kiddies occupied and an oven to roast the lame ox. They would be
downright proud that a power line should follow their route. Think of the power line as a
pioneer route in itself. Visitors to the Interpretive Center can get double pleasure looking out
and seeing which route the power line took. All you have to do is change the name to Oregon
Trail and Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Interpretive Center.We won’t even have
to camouflage the towers.

3) Eminent Domain. Totally unnecessary. We always get our way before we have to go there.
4) “Isn’t there a designated corridor already that runs through an even less populated area than the

beautiful Baker valley?” Of course there is, but as stated above, we are a company, not some
wishy washy government agency. We’re out to make a profit and shortcutting the line through
Baker will tickle our stockholders pink.

300288

Page 2 of 5



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-143

Whit Deschner  – February 2, 2015 (cont.)I65

5) Your concern over EMF’s. Please, we wish you wouldn’t bring this up but since you must, despite
what you say about heart pacemakers, electronic brain implants for people with Parkinson’s
Disease, and people who have fried in electric chairs, Electro Magnetic Fields is a totally
unproven science, just pure speculation and any evidence to the contrary you supply us with will
be considered totally subjective. The fact you state that wherever the transmission line is near a
gas pipeline, the pipeline needs to be zinc lined because of electrolysis is just plain fear
mongering. The energy emitted from this power line actually helps pump whatever is in the pipe
along. You also say you are worried because the proposed line runs over your house, well worry
no more. Our plans say your house is the soon to be new happy home for a power line pylon.
Although we will destroy your house and property values, think of it as a blessing; you can move
your tent to someplace that doesn’t have power lines.

6) You accuse us of wanting this power line to feed into the national grid so we can increase our
profits rather than what we are claiming: that we need to provide power to our local customers.
This is an unsubstantiated fact that can only be qualified after the line goes through.

7) “Why weren’t we allowed to vote on allowing passage of the power line through Baker County?”
Because you would have voted the wrong way.

8) Finally you ask, “What about the fish ladders you promised as a compromise in building Hells
Canyon dam? And never did?” Simple. We lied.

300288
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Whit Deschner  – February 2, 2015 (cont.)I65

A few years back, there was a sign when you entered Idaho reading, “Idaho is too Great to Litter.” It
should have read, “Idaho is too Illiterate to be Great.” The original sign eventually disappeared because,
as discovered, Idaho wasn’t so great after all, littered or not. Idaho’s problem is politics by potato. Fine if
you live there, but I live in Oregon and Idaho has no right dictating our standard of living, our values and
how we conduct our business. Now (again) it’s Idaho Power telling us we are about to be compromised
by their unwanted and unneeded high voltage power line.

Last week there was an open house on the issue. I went to voice my concern that we were never given a
vote whether we wanted their power line in the first place. Making this look like a democratic process
we are now being asked where we want the power line to run: We are being force fed poison with a
choice of flavor. How open is a house where opinions are allowed, but ultimately ignored? Even if, say,
John Steinbeck showed up with a novel about this social injustice, his book would have been trash
canned as soon as he turned away. However, this is an impossible scenario because Steinbeck is, of
course, dead. Instead the room was filled with various Government agency personnel, like seventh
graders standing in front of their science projects, an amusing scene until you begin adding up the tax
dollars merrily burnt up by these clowns and to show what? Advocating that the power line doesn’t
disrupt archeological sites, sage grouse and ground squirrels. No one was there explaining how our lives
have been already disrupted for five years fighting it. Where’s the study showing it disturbing our
health, our livelihoods, and Baker Valley’s Kodachrome panorama? Where was the display table
representing the people who don’t want the power line period? Perhaps I got the wrong meeting
because there was no such table. Each agency has bought into this sham, that this is a done deal. Where
did they get that information? But that’s a rhetorical question because Idaho Power’s table was there
also. It was sheepishly surrounded by staff who looked worried their mothers would find them and
discover what they really did for a living. I sadly reflected that we used to live in a democracy where
different voices are represented, valued and given weight; not a country run by Idaho Power.

300288
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Whit Deschner  – February 2, 2015 (cont.)I65

Dear Idaho Power, please find in the enclosed parcel:

1 (one) GPS (Global Positioning System) navigator.

I am sending you this because you are obviously lost or your route planners are complete morons.
You are definitely in the wrong place. Permission to run your power lines is, to the west of here, an
Energy Corridor generously mapped out by our government to help you, a private company, shuffle
your power around with minimum hassle to generate dividends for your shareholders, obviously
none of whom live in this area. To find the correct lat/longs on this GPS you will have to read the
instructions. This is a deluxe model sporting numerous women’s voices to help guide you. I took the
liberty to program Lucrezia Borgia’s voice for you. She will tell you where you can go.

1 (one) Unabridged Merriam Webster Dictionary dog eared on page 969 where you will find the word,
‘no’ highlighted with a yellow marking pen. It is a fascinating word, an adverb, usually used to answer a
question. But you never asked any questions. You just barged your way in with wrong assumptions, such
as:

i.e. #1 That we rural Oregonians wouldn’t care if your unnecessary, ghoulish transmission
lines scar and desecrate our rural landscape.

i.e. #2 That you could turn a quick buck compromising our lifestyle and values.

1 (one) hearing aid generously donated by the Dr. Seuss Audio Corporation. This hearing aid is top of
the line and you should have no problem hearing what we here in Baker County are saying and have
been saying all along:

We do not want your transmission lines
We do not want to hear them whine
We do not want them here or there
We do not want them anywhere
We do not want them near our house
We do not want to disturb sage grouse
We do not like them high and spanned
We do not like them on our land
We do not want them through the trees
Why can’t you just let us be?
We do not like your company
We like our vistas pylon free
We do not want lines near or far
Why can’t you leave things as they are?
We do not want your power grid
We will not feed your greedy id
We do not want your lines here or there
We do not want them anywhere!

Sincerely yours,

Whit Deschner

300288
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Whit Deschner Whit Deschner – March 5, 2015I66
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Whit Deschner – March 5, 20015 (cont.)I66

300575

Page 2 of 12



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-148

Whit Deschner – March 5, 20015 (cont.)I66

300575
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Whit Deschner – March 5, 20015 (cont.)I66

300575
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Whit Deschner – March 5, 20015 (cont.)I66

300575
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300575
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Whit Deschner  – March 15, 20015I67

 I67a

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility of BLM and other 
land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way across lands it 
administers. 

I67b

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

I67c  A comparison of impacts on the National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center resulting 
from the different alternatives is described in the Final EIS.

I67d

 Scientifi c agencies have concluded that the research is not strong enough to support the 
conclusion that EMF is the cause of any disease, including cancer or miscarriage. The data 
related to childhood leukemia has been characterized as limited and insuffi cient to provide a 
basis to conclude that magnetic fi elds are a cause of this disease. Scientifi c agencies have 
recommended additional research to clarify fi ndings, as well as low-cost measures to reduce 
exposure.

I67a

I67b

I67c

I67d
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Susy DewaldI68

 I68a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2015 1:13 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Listen to the land owners.

Susy Dewald <susyd77@yahoo.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102966
Listen to the land owners.I68a
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Richard D’EwartI69

 I69a

 The Timber Canyon Alternative was re-evaluated for the Final EIS to better identify potential 
impacts associated with this alternative. This route crosses mixed conifer forest, which is of 
particular concern for the Forest Service. The Forest Service expressed concern about loss 
of forested habitat (and associated effects on wildlife habitat and timber products. This route 
would require a forest plan amendment. In addition, this route is 19 miles longer than other 
routes in this segment. See Sections 2.1.1.3 (Recommended Route-Variation Options), 3.2.3, 
and 3.2.4 for further detail. 

1

Boardhman to Hemingway

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 12:40 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: We do NOT want the Timber Canyon Alternate Route, It goes 

through timbered lands which would be a great waste, as well as higher value natural 
un-spoiled land that has a lot of wildlife. Please NOT th

Richard D Ewart <>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103298
We do NOT want the Timber Canyon Alternate Route, It goes through timbered lands which would be a great waste, as
well as higher value natural un spoiled land that has a lot of wildlife. Please NOT the Timbered Canyon Alternate Route.I69a
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Brittany DohertyI70

I70a

 Comment noted. Input from the landowner and the impact on property will be carefully 
considered by Idaho Power during fi nal design and engineering, which could include micro-
siting of the transmis sion line along the selected route. Idaho Power will negotiate with the 
owners of real property interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired 
by the fi nal location, they are appropriately compensated.

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 3:32 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I believe putting this power through private property is wrong. 

They own that property fair and square it should be their decision if they allow 
someone to destroy it will power lines. Not only would

Flag Status: Flagged

Brittany Doherty <>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103263
I believe putting this power through private property is wrong. They own that property fair and square it should be their
decision if they allow someone to destroy it will power lines. Not only would these lines kill the natural beauty of McKay
creek but also the lively hood of Baily Performance Horses. This could greatly impact their live and their children's lives.
The Anderson family has been on that last for many years and have worked hard to maintain it's nature beauty, no one
should have the right to take that from them.

I70a
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Raymond and Teri DohertyI71

 I71a  Comments noted.

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 9:24 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Idaho Power already has an existing right of way along I84 which 

is already owned by the federal government. Idaho Power should not be allowed force 
the private land owners to give up there rights to

Flag Status: Flagged

Raymond Teri Doherty <doherty_teri@yahoo.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103279
Idaho Power already has an existing right of way along I84 which is already owned by the federal government. Idaho
Power should not be allowed force the private land owners to give up there rights to land ownership and control just to
move power to Idaho. These land owners have put years and years of blood and sweat into there property and know
Idaho Power is telling them that they have no rights and it is going threw.

I71a
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 I72a

 Input from the landowner and the impact on property will be carefully considered by Idaho 
Power during fi nal design and engineering, which could include micro-siting of the transmission 
line along the selected route. Idaho Power will negotiate with the owners of real property 
interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal location, they 
are appropriately compensated.

I72b

 Comment noted. The EIS has been revised to address additional impacts on migratory birds 
and considers potential effects from all alternative routes. In addition, the Applicant has 
committed to design features and site-specifi c mitigation measures to minimize potential B2H 
Project impacts on wildlife including preconstruction surveys, spatial and seasonal restrictions, 
avian-safe design, limited new or improved accessibility in sensitive habitat, and a Plan of 
Development that includes a Biological Resources Conservation Plan. 

I72c

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility of BLM and other 
land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way across lands it 
administers. The most readily available information was used during development of the Draft 
EIS.

The Applicant’s 2015 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), a long-term resource planning study, 
recently reaffi rmed that the B2H Project is essential to serving future growth in customer 
demand. Previous IRPs also identifi ed the need for this transmission line project, going back 
to the 2006 IRP. The 2015 IRP indicates the need of the B2H Project remains strong. When 
fi nished, the B2H Project would help provide low-cost energy to the Applicant’s customers 
in southern Idaho and eastern Oregon. The B2H Project also will interconnect with existing 
transmission systems owned by B2H Project partners Pacifi Corp and the Bonneville Power 
Administration, allowing greater amounts of electricity to move throughout the Pacifi c 
Northwest. This helps meet a regional need and provides benefi ts to the entire area, much 
of which is served, directly or indirectly, by those two providers. In addition, the B2H Project 
allows the Applicant to serve its growing load without building carbon-emitting resource.

I72a

I72b

I72c
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Dennis DorrahI73

 I73a  Comment noted.

I73b  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Dennis Dorrah <dennisdorrah@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 5:46 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: The Route is Unrealistic

It is time for government agencies to get realistic. Citizens who work pay taxes. Those taxes go to support 
government jobs. It now appears that the folks in those jobs have so little respect for the citizens paying taxes 
that they will allow a new power line to cross private property where they are not wanted rather than come 
within a mile or so of a spot where sage grouse once gathered in the spring. I say once gathered because it 
makes no difference to the BLM or ODFW if the area is still used or not. 

I am in favor of protecting sage grouse. I am not in favor of protecting an area where sage grouse may at 
some time in the future once again gather. 

I do not wish to see these power lines in our beautiful Baker Valley. I do not wish to view these power lines 
from the amazing Oregon Trail Interpretive Center that overlooks our valley. I do wish for the opinion of 
taxpayers and private landowners to be more important than the needs of non-existent sage grouse. 

This line, if really needed, should run across government lands where it will affect as few private citizens as 
possible or it should be placed underground. The profits that Idaho Power and others stand to reap over the life 
of the line are phenomenal. Initial cost should not be a consideration. 

Dennis Dorrah 
PO Box 548 
Baker City, OR  97814 

I73a

I73b
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Roy DurfeeI74

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 5:21 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: As a former resident of Grant County and an avid outdoorsman I urge 

that you look for alternatives for routing the transmission lines to Boardman. There are 
millions of acres of public land that could

Roy Durfee <durfroy@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102937
As a former resident of Grant County and an avid outdoorsman I urge that you look for alternatives for routing the
transmission lines to Boardman. There are millions of acres of public land that could be traversed and not effect
individual private land owners.

300375

Page 1 of 1

 No response needed.
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Corrine DuttoI75

 I75a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: ipc@boardmantohemingway.com
Sent: Wednesday, January 21, 2015 4:06 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: FW: B2H - website E-mail

From: Corrine Dutto [mailto:dutto@eoni.com]
Sent:Wednesday, January 07, 2015 6:14 PM
To: B2H@idahopower.com
Subject: B2H website E mail

NO POWER LINES RUNNING THROUGH OUR MORGAN LAKE AREA IN LA GRANDE!  Morgan Lake is a city park 
with spectacular views, recreation, wildlife.  This includes elk and resident bald eagles. 

Corrine Dutto 
La Grande 

I75a
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Raymond EganI76

 I76a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Monday, February 23, 2015 5:58 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: As proposed, Idaho Power is polluting the viewsheds along extremely 

sensitive segments of the Oregon Trail. I find their willingness to damage/destroy important 
heritage views rather odd. It seems lik

Raymond Egan <eganrandm@aol.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102205
As proposed, Idaho Power is polluting the viewsheds along extremely sensitive segments of the Oregon Trail. I find their
willingness to damage/destroy important heritage views rather odd. It seems like they're inviting pushback. Well, they're
getting it.

I76a
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Christine EidsonI77

 I77a  Comment noted.

I77b

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility of BLM and 
other land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way across 
lands it administers. The most readily available information was used during development of 
the Draft EIS.

The Applicant’s 2015 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), a long-term resource planning study, 
recently reaffi rmed that the B2H Project is essential to serving future growth in customer 
demand. Previous IRPs also identifi ed the need for this transmission line project, going back 
to the 2006 IRP. The 2015 IRP indicates the need of the B2H Project remains strong. When 
fi nished, the B2H Project would help provide low-cost energy to the Applicant’s customers 
in southern Idaho and eastern Oregon. The B2H Project also will interconnect with existing 
transmission systems owned by B2H Project partners Pacifi Corp and the Bonneville Power 
Administration, allowing greater amounts of electricity to move throughout the Pacifi c 
Northwest. This helps meet a regional need and provides benefi ts to the entire area, much 
of which is served, directly or indirectly, by those two providers. In addition, the B2H Project 
allows the Applicant to serve its growing load without building carbon-emitting resource.

I77c

 Baker County Zoning Ordinances have been added to the assessment of impacts on trail 
management. 

BPA lines are designed and operated to minimize EMF exposure wherever practicable in 
accordance with recommendations made by the World Health Organization, the Institute 
of Electrical and Electronics Engineers, and others. Many sources of EMF, at a variety of 
frequencies, have been reported to affect pacemakers. The manufacturers of pacemakers 
also have designed their devices in various ways to minimize potential interference from 
endogenous sources (e.g., muscle potentials) and interference by conducted currents from 
exogenous sources. See Section 3.2.18.2 for further detail.

I77a

I77b

I77c



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-169

Christine Eidson (cont.)I77

I77d

 Scientifi c agencies have concluded that the research is not strong enough to support the 
conclusion that EMF is the cause of any disease. The data related to childhood leukemia has 
been characterized as limited and insuffi cient to provide a basis to conclude that magnetic 
fi elds are a cause of this disease. Scientifi c agencies have recommended additional research 
to clarify fi ndings, as well as low-cost measures to reduce exposure.

In addition, the analysis of alternatives has been updated to refl ect colocation with existing 
utility corridors. Please see Sections 2.1.2 and 2.6 for further detail.

I77d
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Shirley EvansI78

I78a  Com ment noted.

I78b  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 15, 2015 11:26 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: March 15, 2015 Regarding B2H:  As a direct descendant of many who 

came west over the old trails, I heartily oppose the current proposed 310 mile, multiple 
crossing, violatio

Shirley J Evans <evans0575@comcast.net>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103045
March 15, 2015
Regarding B2H:

As a direct descendant of many who came west over the old trails, I heartily oppose the current proposed 310 mile,
multiple crossing, violation of the Oregon Trail in Eastern Oregon. I attended an OCTA meeting yesterday, and learned of
that proposed plan. I could not believe Americans have become so callused so unca ing that such a pl n
would even be considered. Is there no longer any respect for our history? Are profits and money the Americans
god now days?

Once those transmissions lines are in, sure to follow are the off the road enthusiasts, many who care nothing about that
what they are destroying. (N not all O e destroyed those pristine sections of the trails will never be the
same.

The project map shows an alternative blue route. Yes, at greater cost. But I strongly suggest it would be worth it. The
Timber Canyon Alternative appears to be far less destructive. More so than what it now on the table. Every summer
people come from the east and mid west, bringing their children to see and walk in the actual trails that they have
learned about in school. That also brings tourist dollars.

My great grandparents followed the trails west in 1845 and 1852. Great great grandma, Jane Elkins Bonney, was among
them in 1845. Jane was partially sculpted and her family killed by British led Indians near Boston at the beginning of the
war of 1812. Jane was three at that time. In her thirties, pregnant with her 8th child, she became a part of the
development of the west. I honor her memory every time I visit those trails.

I do not honor, however, those who care nothing for what our forefathers and mothers went through to help make
Oregon what it has become.

Most Sincerely,
Shirley J Evans

I78a

I78b
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Julie EylerI79

 I79a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Saturday, March 14, 2015 10:40 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: An alternate route needs to be found that does not effect homeowners, 

farmland and private property. It is not safe to be so close to homes and children.

julie eyler <julie.eyler@yahoo.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103042
An alternate route needs to be found that does not effect homeowners, farmland and private property. It is not safe to
be so close to homes and children.I79a
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Connie FeltmanI80

 I80a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Saturday, March 14, 2015 4:39 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Please I urge you to not go forward with the Boardman to Hemingway 

Transmission Line Project..  It impacts too many private property owners and too much 
wildlife.  When large corporations sta

Connie Feltman <mszia09@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103038
Please I urge you to not go forward with the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project..
It impacts too many private property owners and too much wildlife. When large corporations start bullying and just
'taking' property from unwilling landowners.. Enough is Enough!

I80a
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Matt FisherI81

 I81a

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 4:59 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: It's a bad idea to make a new route across the best felk hunting 

habitat in the areaI shot a nice bull elk right under their proposed route. It would not 
have been the same if the line was there.

Flag Status: Flagged

Matt Fisher <none>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103364
It's a bad idea to make a new route across the best felk hunting habitat in the areaI shot a nice bull elk right under their
proposed route. It would not have been the same if the line was there. I recommend the line following I 84 or the
existing 230 transmission line.thank you Matt Fisher i

I81a
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William FlackI82

 I82a

 Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of private lands. Input from the landowner and the impact on property will be carefully 
considered by Idaho Power during fi nal design and engineering, which could include micro-
siting of the transmission line along the selected route. Idaho Power will negotiate with the 
owners of real property interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired 
by the fi nal location, they are appropriately compensated.

I82a
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Dick FlemingI83

 I83a   Comments noted.I83a
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Elaine FleshmanI84

 I84a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 5:54 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I would ask that you reconsider going though such productive land and 

dividing up individual farmers and ranchers livelyhoods.  If not for their efforts, we would not 
enjoy the high quality food that

Elaine Fleshman <efleshman@msn.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102943
I would ask that you reconsider going though such productive land and dividing up individual farmers and ranchers
livelyhoods. If not for their efforts, we would not enjoy the high quality food that all of us have come to know as
Americans. There are no easy answers when we need to balance energy needs with the need to preserve our farms and
ranches but surely there is a way to make this happen without going through important family lands.
Sincerely
Elaine Fleshman

I84a
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Patricia FletcherI85

 I85a

 A comprehensive mitigation approach was developed to reduce both direct and indirect 
impacts on the Oregon NHT and National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center including 
compensatory mitigation as directed by the Department of the Interior’s Landscape-Scale 
Mitigation Strategy.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Pat Fletcher <jpfletcher@wavecable.com>
Sent: Monday, February 16, 2015 4:42 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: website comment

BLM
Why would the BLM work so hard to create this one of a kind historic trail center at Flagstaff Hill and then
another later project, also under BLM, seek to destroy the view they worked so hard to create?
Within the agency there is surely some department that would see the conflict and seek to avoid one arm
destroying the purpose of the other???
Please save what was already so purposefully built, a very important part of the history of Oregon, the
northwest, and historic sites west of the Mississippi that champion the huge westward movement of the
1840s 1880s that, in fact, saved the area from being British land.
Patricia K.A. Fletcher
Former National Board of Directors
Oregon California Trails Association

I85a
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Heidi FluegelI86

 I86a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2015 2:18 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I don't think that the power lines should be allowed to be placed on 

private land if the landowners are against it.  They are destroying beautiful private land and 
farm land in order to put in mor

Heidi Fluegel <hfluegel@hotmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102979
I don't think that the power lines should be allowed to be placed on private land if the landowners are against it. They
are destroying beautiful private land and farm land in order to put in more power lines for their financial benefit.I86a
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Karen FordI87

 I87a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 4:53 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: The planners need to go back to the drawing board with the plan for the 

Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line!  The amount of private land that they plan to 
run it through currently is unacceptable!

Karen Ford <boisedaisy@hotmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102930
The planners need to go back to the drawing board with the plan for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line!
The amount of private land that they plan to run it through currently is unacceptable! Many people who make their
living on that land will be negatively affected by this huge line running through their property. They were not made part
of the conversation for this project, never contacted, or talked to about it. This property may seem barren to many
people, but it's farm land in many cases and homesites as well. My friends, the Bailey's, will have the line running right
by their house where they are raising a 2nd generation of their family while running 3 businesses that rely on that land.
People who have land out there are there because it's peaceful and beautiful. This transmission line will ruin all of that
and without their consent. It's their PRIVATE land and they deserve to decide what gets built on it.

There are other ways to run the line that would have less negative impact on the people of Eastern Oregon. Please look
at the other routes that are available and come up with a better solution! Try to think how you would feel with this
gigantic transmission line running right through your front yard, because that's exactly what this route does to other
people!

I87a
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Warren and Kay ForsytheI88

 I88a

 Comments noted. Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration 
with the counties, and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number 
of recommended routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes 
analyzed for the Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative 
routes is reported throughout Chapter 3.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Forsythe@fairpoint.net
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 10:25 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: website comment

Warren "Tuck" Forsythe
& Kay S. Forsythe
Box 1299 Ellensburg WA 98926 [reside at 701 E 1st Ave in Ellensburg]
16 March 2015

Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project
DEIS Response
P.O. Box 655
Vale, OR 97918

Hi-

We understand that the original Idaho Power Co. proposal only would cross the Old 
Oregon Trail about 6 times, compared to Eleven times the present proposal would 
cross the Old Oregon Trail.

So we call for you to return to the original Idaho Power Co. routing of the transmission 
line--as it's much less destructive to the old Oregon Trail.  That routing could be 
adapted to impact the sage grouse habitat less, as the Old Oregon Trail looks like the 
sage grouse lek grounds that I've seen in Oregon;
so crossing the Old Oregon Trail fewer times could be a win-win for the Trail and for 
the sage grouse habitat.

And even better, now include consideration of routing along existing power line 
corridors:
Through ldaho via Snake River Dams and current power lines , and also allow 

consideration of:

Through Central Oregon, to Burns to Hemingway - current right-of-way.

Sincerely, Kay S. Forsythe and Warren L. Forsythe

I88a
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Suzanne FoutyI89

 I89a

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility of BLM and other 
land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way across lands it 
administers. The most readily available information was used during development of the Draft 
EIS.

I89b  See response to Comment I89a.

I89a

I89b
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Suzanne Fouty (cont.)I89

I89c

 The Applicant’s 2015 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), a long-term resource planning study, 
recently reaffi rmed that the B2H Project is essential to serving future growth in customer 
demand. Previous IRPs also identifi ed the need for this transmission line project, going back 
to the 2006 IRP. The 2015 IRP indicates the need of the B2H Project remains strong. When 
fi nished, the B2H Project would help provide low-cost energy to the Applicant’s customers 
in southern Idaho and eastern Oregon. The B2H Project also will interconnect with existing 
transmission systems owned by B2H Project partners Pacifi Corp and the Bonneville Power 
Administration, allowing greater amounts of electricity to move throughout the Pacifi c 
Northwest. This helps meet a regional need and provides benefi ts to the entire area, much 
of which is served, directly or indirectly, by those two providers. In addition, the B2H Project 
allows the Applicant to serve its growing load without building carbon-emitting resource.

See also response to Comment I89a.

I89d  Comment noted.

I89c

I89d
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Kathy FranzwaI90

 I90a

 A comparison of impacts on the National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center resulting 
from the different alternatives is described in the Final EIS. Additionally, a comprehensive 
mitigation approach was developed to reduce both direct and indirect impacts on the Oregon 
NHT and National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center including compensatory mitigation 
as directed by the Department of the Interior’s Landscape-Scale Mitigation Strategy.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Kathy Franzwa <grfranzwa@msn.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 17, 2015 10:59 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Boardman to Hemingway, Ore., power line project

Dear Sirs:
As a life long student of American history, specifically the Oregon Trail, I strongly object to the proposed
desecration of the historic trail by your power line project. It would heavily impact the experience visitors
would have to nearby historic sites and sights, and negatively influence the historical setting and viewshed of
the trail. Your imposing towers would completely disrupt the magnificent view from Flagstaff Hill, Baker City,
Ore., which the trail closely bypassed.

Please don't be one of those imperious organizations which gives no thought to preserving what little is left of
our American history. Your children and grandchildren should be able to stand in a wagon rut and be able to
imagine the covered wagons without having to also see a massive electrical tower.

Kathy Franzwa
Marysville, Wash.
Member Oregon California Trails Association

I90a
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Sharon GainesI91

 I91a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 3:14 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I urge Idaho Power to respect the landowners who are in the path of 

the B2H lines. Farmers and ranchers are the backbone of rural America. Please honor them 
by not destroying the land that sustains th

Sharon Gaines <shaonhgp@wtechlink.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102924
I urge Idaho Power to respect the landowners who are in the path of the B2H lines. Farmers and ranchers are the
backbone of rural America. Please honor them by not destroying the land that sustains them and feeds the world.I91a
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Cynthia GallaherI92

 I92a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 3:47 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I would like to comment on the B2H project.  In light of the devastating 

effect the proposed route would have on personal lives, farm ground and wildlife of Oregon, I 
believe Idaho Power would be MORA

Cynthia Gallaher <>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103101
I would like to comment on the B2H project. In light of the devastating effect the proposed route would have on
personal lives, farm ground and wildlife of Oregon, I believe Idaho Power would be MORALLY IRRESPONSIBLE to proceed
as proposed. Idaho Power has OBVIOUS OTHER OPTIONS!! They should not take the easy way out at the extreme
expense of so many Oregonians. Idaho Power needs to pursue their OTHER OPTIONS!

I92a
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Dave GallaherI93

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Dave Gallaher <gallaher25@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 6:09 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: website comment

regarding B2H

Putting a power line across McKay Creek and destroying the heart and soul of the Bailey Horse Ranch is unthinkable.
Obviously the pencil pushers and backroom cigar chompers do not give a damn about the damage they are doing to the
environment and my grand children's lives. Perhaps a federal judge will. Idaho Power's lying ways will catch up to them.
I'm sure they are used to this charade of input but nobody in the good old USofA is exempt from responsibility for their
crimes!

Sent from my iPad

300543

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Marie GaylordI94

 I94a

 Comment noted. The Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c mitigation 
measures to minimize potential impacts to wildlife, including minimization of vegetation 
clearing, preconstruction surveys for sensitive species, seasonal and spatial restrictions, avian-
safe design, limiting new or improved access in sensitive habitat, and a Plan of Development 
that includes a Biological Resources Conservation Plan. Refer to Section 3.2.4.3 in the Final 
EIS.

I94b  Comment noted. 

I94c

 Comments noted. Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration 
with the counties, and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number 
of recommended routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes 
analyzed for the Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative 
routes is reported throughout Chapter 3.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 12:56 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: The proposed route will have a negative impact on the landowners, 

recreational use in the area, and wildlife including bears that are known to live in the 
immediate vicinity. The deforestation would h

Marie Gaylord <marie.gaylord@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103280
The proposed route will have a negative impact on the landowners, recreational use in the area, and wildlife including
bears that are known to live in the immediate vicinity. The deforestation would have substantial impact on the proposed
route and alternate, and does nothing to reduce the high risk, long term impact on wildlife. Furthermore, the EFSC
habitat standard is based on habitat value regardless whether the land is public or private and is afforded the same
protection. The elk population on Glass Hill is considered by ODFW to be big game range habitat, which falls under
Habitat Category 2. Another area of concern is the property values on Glass Hill Road. Oregon properties cannot be
condemned when the utility line is being built for out of state use. For the reasons listed above, I am in firm opposition
of both proposed routes.
I propose that the Boardman to Hemmingway (B2H) transition line follow the existing 230 kv line along Foothill Road
along the already established utility easement thus reducing the impact on the flora and fauna in the area. Furthermore,
this would increase the accessibility to the power line when it is due or in need of maintenance. The proposed route
goes through rugged and wild country that is in pristine condition. I believe it should be unscathed for the benefit of
those living in Union county and the plants and animals that rely on it. Please, do not destroy this magnificent place that
we care so deeply for. Thank you.

I94a

I94b

I94c
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Melinda GiddingsI95

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I live in the Portland area and have traveled many times to the Pilot 

Rock area, to have my horse trained, I don not know of another place in Oregon that you can 
ride freely,and openly, surrounded by

Melinda Giddings <mindygiddings@msn.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102925
I live in the Portland area and have traveled many times to the Pilot Rock area, to have my horse trained, I don not know
of another place in Oregon that you can ride freely,and openly, surrounded by ranches. It would be a terrible mistake to
run the power lines thru this pristine, useable, land.

300368

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Charles GillisI96

300279

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Judith GladI97

 I97a

 Comment noted. Direct and indirect impacts on Oregon NHT were analyzed in the Final 
EIS including on the National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center. Additionally, a 
comprehensive mitigation approach was developed to reduce both direct and indirect impacts 
on National Trails including compensatory mitigation as directed by the Department of the 
Interior’s Landscape-Scale Mitigation Strategy.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 17, 2015 5:43 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I understand the proposed B2H transmission line will cross the Oregon 

Trail eleven times. This is unacceptable. While vegetation can be replanted and streams can 
be protected, nothing can replace the

Judith B. Glad <jbglad@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103185
I understand the proposed B2H transmission line will cross the Oregon Trail eleven times. This is unacceptable. While
vegetation can be replanted and streams can be protected, nothing can replace the often faint traces of the Trail once
they've been disturbed. So much of it has already been destroyed, and it is unconscionable to destroy any more. It is a
significant historical resource and should be preserved.

I97a



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-191

Joel GoldsteinI98

 I98a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: jgold@eoni.com
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 12:41 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com

Given the impact of the transmission line on the environment (access issues, maintenance, danger to wildlife) the visual
intrusion, and the lack of local benefit, I strongly oppose the line.
Thank you,

Joel Goldstein
60836 Morgan Lake Road
La Grande, Oregon 97850

I98a
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Randell C. GuyerI99

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Melissa Wilhelm <melissa@glbm.net>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 3:25 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Cc: Randy Guyer
Subject: B2H Project Siting in Baker County
Attachments: B2H Project Siting in Baker County.pdf

Please find attached a letter regarding the B2H Project Siting in Baker County.  Thanks and have a great day.  

Melissa Wilhelm
Administrative Assistant 
Guyer & Associates, CPA's 
2790 Main Street 
Baker City, OR 97814 

Phone (541) 523-4471 
Fax (541) 523-3340 

Note: The information contained in this message is confidential and 
intended only for the personal use of the person named above as 
addressee. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, 
or the employee or agent responsible for delivering this message to the 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, 
distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited.  
It may be a violation of the confidentiality sections of the U.S. 
Internal Revenue Code or the laws of the State of Oregon, and could 
subject you to legal action. If you have received this communication in 
error, please notify us by telephone (collect) at the number above, and 
return the message to us at the address above. Thank you for your 
cooperation.
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Randell C. Guyer (cont.)I99

 I99a  Comment and route preference noted. 

I99b

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

I99b

I99a
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Randell C. Guyer (cont.)I99

I99c

 Final engineering of B2H Project roads, structures and associated crossings has not been 
completed, and as such detailed analysis of specifi c wetlands was not available in the Final 
EIS. The Applicant has committed to several design features (see Table 2-7) and site-specifi c 
selective mitigation measures (see Table 2-13) designed to avoid or reduce anticipated B2H 
Project effects to water bodies and associated wildlife, including micro-siting towers and roads 
to avoid sensitive features, spanning sensitive features, avian-safe design standards, and 
seasonal and spatial restrictions for wildlife. Refer to Comment 2027 for a response in regards 
to vegetation and cultural resources. 

I99c
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Allen HackI100

 I100a

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 4:53 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I am opposed to the glass hill route and the alternate glass Hill 

Route in segment 2 of union county.The new transmission line should not cut a new 
passed through timbered land with lots of fish and w

Flag Status: Flagged

Allen Hack <allenh97833@yahoo.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103362
I am opposed to the glass hill route and the alternate glass Hill Route in segment 2 of union county.The new
transmission line should not cut a new passed through timbered land with lots of fish and wildlife impacts. Thereis too
much irreversible damage to this remote area that so many people love. The line should follow the I 84 Corredor or the
existing transmission line already passing through the area.The two new routes goes right through the best elk hunting
habitat in the entire area.

I100a
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Steven Hahn and Lois GrushkaI101

 I101a

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

The Timber Canyon Alternative was re-evaluated for the Final EIS to better identify potential 
impacts associated with this alternative. This route crosses mixed conifer forest, which is of 
particular concern for the Forest Service. The Forest Service expressed concern about loss 
of forested habitat (and associated effects on wildlife habitat and timber products). This route 
would require a forest plan amendment. In addition, this route is 19 miles longer than other 
routes in this segment. See Section 2.1.1.3 (Recommended Route-Variation Options) for 
further detail.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: steve@capitalserviceinvestigations.com
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 12:58 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: B2H comment

I cannot see any benefit to the Timber Canyon Alternative route. It's far more circuitous and necessitates 
many crossings of privately owned land. I'd much rather see the route follow existing easements as much 
as possible which includes I-84 to the greatest extent possible. My wife and I are property owners on Dry 
Gulch RD and would be negatively affected by a high tension line passing within 100 yards of our house 
which directly adjoins the road. 

sincerely,

Steven Hahn 
Lois Grushka 

I101a
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Marie Hall – March 15, 2015I102

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Marie Hall <mariekhall@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 15, 2015 6:04 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: 4667: Comments for Consideration
Attachments: B2H Comments.docx; B2H Comments.pages.zip

Attached are my comments regarding the proposed transmission line.

Marie Kocher Hall
42949 Old Wingville Rd.
Baker City, OR 97814

mariekhall@gmail.com

300433

Page 1 of 2
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Marie Hall  – March 15, 2015 (cont.)I102

B2H Transmission Line 
Comments for consideration 
March 14, 2015 

Please reconsider the proposed route of the B2H transmission line and more importantly, 
reconsider the underlying assumptions of its need.  The proposed route crosses valuable 
agricultural land, scenic areas, and critical habitat for sage grouse, a threatened species, 
requiring more thorough vetting of assumptions, alternative investments, and cost:benefit 
analyses.

Rather than building the “easy, traditional” fix of another power line, consider investment in 
conservation throughout Idaho Power’s service area and the northwest, along with small scale 
power generation at points of usage, to provide peak electrical needs and to balance regional 
electrical generation and usage.   

Conservation measures may include insulation and window replacement programs, solar panel 
installations on businesses, public and private buildings and homes, and other small-scale 
power generation from wind and solar —— in the areas needing to gain power to meet peak 
demand and equalize electrical loads.   

Calculation of efficiency and long-term investment costs must include opportunity costs of power 
line construction and removal of affected land from present agricultural, sage grouse and other 
species habitat, and negative impacts on scenic values affecting the livability and tourism of 
eastern Oregon.    Specifically, highly sensitive areas include the sage grouse habitat in Baker 
County, the lands bordering the Eagle Cap Wilderness Area, Oregon Trail Interpretive Center 
and historical Oregon Trail, and scenic values from the Elkhorn Mountains across the Baker 
(Powder River) Valley.

I urge Idaho Power to respond to residents’ concerns by reconsidering construction of the B2H 
power line and to think more creatively how to meet the demand for electricity with the least risk 
to our environment and best economic return.  

300433

Page 2 of 2

No response needed.
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Marie Hall – March 18, 2015I103

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 10:54 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Please reconsider the proposed route of the B2H transmission 

line and more importantly, reconsider the underlying assumptions of its need.  The 
proposed route crosses valuable agricultural land, sceni

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Marie Hall <mariekhall@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103215
Please reconsider the proposed route of the B2H transmission line and more importantly, reconsider the underlying
assumptions of its need. The proposed route crosses valuable agricultural land, scenic areas, and critical habitat for sage
grouse, a threatened species, requiring more thorough vetting of assumptions, alternative investments, and cost:benefit
analyses.

Rather than building the short term, traditional fix of another power line, consider investment in
conservation throughout Idaho Power s service area and the northwest, along with small scale power generation
at points of usage, to provide peak electrical needs and to balance regional electrical generation and usage.

Conservation measures may include insulation and window replacement programs, solar panel installations on
businesses, public and private buildings and homes, and other small scale power generation from wind and solar
in the areas need g to gain power to me peak dema d and equalize ele trical loads.

Calculation of efficiency and long term investment costs must include opportunity costs of power line construction and
removal of affected land from present agricultural, sage grouse and other species habitat, and negative impacts on
scenic values affecting the livability and tourism of eastern Oregon. Specifically, highly sensitive areas include the sage
grouse habitat in Baker County, the lands bordering the Eagle Cap Wilderness Area, Oregon Trail Interpretive Center and
historical Oregon Trail, and scenic values from the Elkhorn Mountains across the Baker (Powder River) Valley.

I urge Idaho Power to respond to residents concerns by reconsidering construction of the B2H power line and to
think more creatively how to meet the demand for electricity with the least risk to our environment and best economic
return.

300475

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-200

Robert HallI104

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Saturday, March 14, 2015 12:07 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: The Sixth Northwest Conservation  Council and Electric Power Plan 

states that 85%  of the power needs for this region can be met for the next  20 years through 
conservation.  Smart grid system technol

Robert Hall <roberthalldvm@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103034
The Sixth Northwest Conservation Council and Electric Power Plan states that 85% of the power needs for this region
can be met for the next 20 years through conservation. Smart grid system technology is rapidly advancing to meet
future power needs through efficient conservation. The B2H transmission line degradation of populated areas, farm
ground, senic vistas and wildlife habitat is unacceptable. This high power transmission line will not provide enough
electrical power to nullify its degradation of the state of Oregon. Idaho Power needs to scrub this project and
concentrate its resources on conservation.

300411

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Tessa HamiltonI105

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 10:36 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: My husband and I had so much fun during last season's archery 

hunt. I was able to get within 10-15 yards of multiple elk on Cowboy Ridge under the 
proposed route. I was able to video tape hundreds

Flag Status: Flagged

Tessa Hamilton <tessajane7@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103371
My husband and I had so much fun during last season's archery hunt. I was able to get within 10 15 yards of multiple elk
on Cowboy Ridge under the proposed route. I was able to video tape hundreds of elk and think that it would be a shame
to ruin such a sacred place.

300525

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Patricia HammillI106

 I106a

 Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of private lands. The impact on property rights will be carefully considered by Applicant, during 
micro-siting. The use of private and public land was also considered in order to minimize 
impacts to private residences, sensitive environmental resources, protection of farmlands, and 
critical management areas in conjunction with local, state and federal land use guidance.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2015 9:40 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: My best friends/family live out on McKay Creek in Pilot Rock, Oregon. 

Their property is the Anderson Ranch. A long time fixture in that neck of the woods. I met 
them here in Idaho many years ago. They

Patricia Hammill <leterbuckpsh@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102969
My best friends/family live out on McKay Creek in Pilot Rock, Oregon. Their property is the Anderson Ranch. A long time
fixture in that neck of the woods. I met them here in Idaho many years ago. They love Idaho and have strong roots here.
But their roots in Oregon run deep as well. They returned to their family's ranch several years ago to carry on the
tradition of raising their children and making their livelihood on that special piece of ground. This proposed project will
not only run through the land that they own, but will track directly over their home. It will tear out their roundpen and
arena, two structures that are vital to their business. It will desecrate the swimming hole, yard, and tree house where
their children play daily. It seems asinine to me that you would rather run this power line straight over existing
structures, lives, and privately owned land rather than find another route for it. If this was your home and your land (for
more than 85 years) wouldn't you fight to keep it the way that it is? These people are great stewards of the land that
they OWN and manage. Please don't take that privileged away from them.

I106a
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Ann Marie HardinI107

I107a  The EIS has been updated to include expanded discussion of Public Health and Safety. See 
Section 3.2.18 for furt her detail regarding interference.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 9:16 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: The proposed routing for these lines passes near our home.  We 

receive our television only via broadcast television received via antenna.  Cable and satellite 
are not an option for our location.  I am

Ann Marie Hardin <annmarie@hardinsonline.net>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102954
The proposed routing for these lines passes near our home. We receive our television only via broadcast television
received via antenna. Cable and satellite are not an option for our location. I am concerned that this line will not only
destroy the visible integrity of our landscape, but will also interfere with the only television reception that is available to
us. Why can these lines not be buried? That seems to me to be a much more protected mode of installation that would
minimize the impact on residents of this region.

I107a
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Bob HarrellI108

 I108a

 Input from the landowner and the impact on property will be carefully considered by Idaho 
Power during fi nal design and engineering, which could include micro-siting of the transmission 
line along the selected route. Idaho Power will negotiate with the owners of real property 
interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal location, they 
are appropriately compensated.

I108a
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Bob Harrell (cont.)I108
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Jaki HarrisonI109

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 10:26 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: The thought of this project destroying precious farm and ranch land. 

There is no way that this will fly in our small town, many riots will be caused and protests will 
continue. We will not allow a ter

Jacki harrison <>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102960
The thought of this project destroying precious farm and ranch land. There is no way that this will fly in our small town,
many riots will be caused and protests will continue. We will not allow a terrible company to lie and steal the rights of
our land owners.

300390

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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John HayesI110

 I110a

 Direct and indirect impacts on National Historic Trail and Study Trails were analyzed in the 
Final EIS. Additionally, a comprehensive mitigation approach was developed to reduce both 
direct and indirect impacts on National Trails including compensatory mitigation as directed by 
the Department of the Interior’s Landscape-Scale Mitigation Strategy.

I110a
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Stafford HazelettI111

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: hazelett@zzz.com
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 4:59 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Boardman to Hemingway comments
Attachments: B2H DEIS cover letter comments.pdf; Comments matrix.xls; Tub Mtn S Impact map.pdf; 

Alkali Spgs ACEC HPRS ann+ DSCN1799.jpg; Birch Creek ACEC view ann+ DSCN1927.jpg

Hi,

The US Postal Service confirmed delivery to PO Box 655, Vale, OR 97918, at 0812 Mountain Daylight Time on Thursday,
March 19, 2015, of the mailed package containing my comments, including photographs.

I have attached the same documents and photographs for your convenience as electronic files in standard PC formats.
My comments are confined to the Segment 4 Brogan portion of the project where there are three proposed routes: the
Idaho Power Company Proposal, the BLMWillow Creek Alternative, and the BLM Tub Mountain South Alternative.
The DEIS Cover Letter comments lay out the main problems with a narrative. The Comments Matrix identifies specific
problems, especially where conclusions contradict data or where conclusions are based on no data. The Tub Mtn S
Impact map shows the locations of severest impact on the Oregon National Historic Trail in its Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern and designated High Potential Route Segment and High Potential Historic Site according to the
National Trail System Act as amended. The two photographs, showing views taken in June 2014 as annotated with
symbols indicating the relative placement of towers and powerlines with respect to the most valuable sites and
segments of the Oregon National Historic Trail, are my own work.

Stafford
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Stafford Hazelett (cont.)I111
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Stafford Hazelett (cont.)I111
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Stafford Hazelett (cont.)I111

 I111a

 This statement was removed as it inaccurately states the intactness of the remaining portions 
of the Oregon NHT reducing the effect of the B2H Project on the trail and trail setting. The 
Cumulative Effects section (Section 3.3) also has been expanded to include effects from 
the B2H Project in consideration with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects along the high potential historic sites and segments to facilitate a more accurate 
acknowledgment of effects on the Oregon NHT. 

I111b  These impacts are included in the Final EIS and shown on the large-format maps in the map 
volume.

I111a

I111b
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Stafford Hazelett (cont.)I111

I111c

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project, Chapter 3 
has been expanded to provide more description of the methods used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach) and to provide more information 
about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on resources 
along each alternative route by segment. The analysis for Greater Sage-Grouse has been 
revised for the Final EIS to include the most recent and best available data. In addition, a 
map volume of large-scale maps is provided to present resource data and to show the level of 
residual impact on the resources along all of the alternative routes.

I111d

 The analysis for Greater Sage-Grouse has been revised for the Final EIS to include the most 
recent and best available data. The potential incremental disturbance from the B2H Project, 
as well as impacts from past and existing disturbances, on Greater Sage-Grouse habitat has 
been assessed in the cumulative effects analysis. 

I111c

I111d
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Stafford Hazelett (cont.)I111
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Stafford Hazelett Comments on B2H DEIS 2015 March 17
607015: KOP overlooking Oregon National Historic Trail 
route to east to Alkali Springs and north to Tub Springs
607016: KOP at hill above Alkali Springs
607025: KOP at Birch Creek ACEC Interpretive Site
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Stafford Hazelett (cont.)I111
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Stafford Hazelett (cont.)I111

I111e  These errors have been corrected.

I111f  The Executive Summary has been revised to refl ect the updated analysis that was included in 
the Final EIS. 

I111g  The analysis of elk habitat has been revised for the Final EIS and results have been 
documented and discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.3. 

I111h
 Alternative Analysis has been revised to refl ect comments on the Draft EIS. The consideration 
of land use (including airports and airstrips) has been incorporated in to the new process for 
consideration of alternatives.

I111i  Comment noted. 

I111j  The Greater Sage-Grouse analysis has been revised for the Final EIS to include additional 
information on the potential respective impacts from the alternative routes. 

I111k  The Final EIS includes more detailed analysis related to cumulative effects and grazing. Refer 
to Sections 3.3.3.7 and 3.3.7 for more details.

I111l
 The analysis of impacts on agriculture for alternative routes analyzed in detail in the Final EIS 
includes a quantitative analysis of important farmland, high-value soils, irrigated farmland, and 
existing agriculture. Refer to Section 3.2.7

Stafford Hazlett B2H DEIS Comments 1 of 3

Segment 4
Multiple "Error! Reference 4 source not found" entry for many sections relating to this

Executive
Summary

Greater Sage Grouse p. 2 12, "The Willow Creek Alternative was developed to avoid Greater
Sage Grouse habitat and several 5 identified Greater Sage Grouse leks."

Section 3.2.4.5 AFFECTED
ENVIRONMENT

p. 3 306, "No leks are expected to be affected by the Proposed Action or any
of the alternatives."

Section 2, p. 73 Disturbance of Elk winter
range

not supported by Data, Appendix 3.2.4.5, pp. 3 239, 3 241, Fig. 3 17

Figure 3 17 shows greatest acreage impact on Elk Management Unit
by Tub Mtn S, exceeding impact by Proposal
no evaluation of relative impact of Project in addition to existing grazing,

Section 2, p. 73 Airstrip "Agency considerations include the location of a private airstrip for
agricultural use near the Willow

Section 2, p. 73 location unidentifed, no consideration expressed for realigning route to
Section 3.2.6.15 p. 3 503, no airstrip identified in Segment 4 Brogan as within 3 mile radius of

project proposal or any alternative
p. 3 521, "Construction of the Proposed Action and the alternatives
would not affect airports, heliports, or airstrips."

Section 2, p. 73 West Wide Energy B2H Interactive Map shows little to no correlation except at intrusion of
Section 3, p. 445 Tub Mtn S would be parallel to, not in, the corridor and for only 6 miles;

nominal or no value should be assigned

Section 2, p. 73 Oregon National Historic
Trail

No comments on impact despite recognition of damage to historic and
cultural properties and dismissal of Resource Management Plans

Section 2, p. 73 Greater Sage Grouse no comparison of Tub Mtn. S with Willow Creek alternative
Section 2, p. 73 grazing impacts: no evaluation of additional incremental impact by B2H

Proposal, no comparison of
Section 2, p. 73 grazing impacts: no data, no evaluation made with USGS Study cited as

supporting report, U.S. Geological Survey Open File Report 2013–1098
Section 2, p. 73 fences: no evaluation of additional incremental impact by B2H Proposal, no

comparison of Proposal with Alternatives
Section 2, p. 73 Greater Sage Grouse

habitat
fences: no data, no comparison made with USGS Study cited as supporting
report, U.S. Geological

Section 2, p. 73 impact on agriculture No explanation why increased damage to prime farmlands by Tub Mtn S
alternative is preferable to lesser damage in Proposal

Section 3, p. 445 Proposal has less impact than alternatives Willow Creek and Tub Mtn S

I111l

I111k

I111i

I111j

I111g

I111h

I111f

I111e
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Stafford Hazelett (cont.)I111

I111m

 Text in the Final EIS has been revised to more accurately refl ect potential impacts from the 
B2H Project. In addition, mitigation measures have been reorganized to more clearly indicate 
the applicability of mitigation and its effectiveness in protection of a particular resource. See 
Section 3.2.15 for further detail. 

I111n  This statement has been corrected.

I111o

 Comment noted; This table (now Table 3-413) has been revised for the Final EIS, and no 
longer includes this information. These conditions were, however, considered (along with the 
input that you provided) in the impacts for the Final EIS. Please also note that all analysis 
related to National Historic Trails has been moved to the National Historic Trails section 
(Section 3.2.15), with the exception of BLM-VRM compliance related to KOPs that relate to the 
Trails.

I111p

 Comment noted; These tables (now synthesized into Table 3-428) have been revised slightly 
for the Final EIS, but refl ect the potential change in the scenic quality of visual assessment 
units within the analysis area. These tables have also been further explained within the Final 
EIS text.

I111q

 Comment noted; The visible acres of sensitivity levels within this table are related only to 
existing data regarding planning-level visual sensitivity levels from the BLM’s visual resource 
inventory. These sensitivity levels are generalizations regarding the level of expected public 
sensitivity to visual changes over relatively large areas, and are included primarily as a means 
of disclosing existing data available within the project area. These data have therefore been 
moved to the Affected Environment portion of the Visual Resources section (Section 3.2.12), 
and are portrayed in miles of sensitivity levels crossed in Tables 3-404 through 3-409. These 
data do not play a large role in the analysis. Please also note that all analysis related to 
National Historic Trails has been moved to the National Historic Trails Section (Section 3.2.15), 
with the exception of BLM-VRM compliance related to KOPs that relate to the Trails.

I111r  Direct and indirect impacts on Oregon NHT were analyzed in the Final EIS and geographically 
located on the large format maps in the map volume.

Stafford Hazlett B2H DEIS Comments 2 of 3

Section 3, p. 445 Conformance with
Federal Land
Use Plans

That the Tub Mtn S route "would avoid direct effects to the Oregon Trail
ACEC" is misleading. There will be a direct and high impact effect on the
route of the Oregon National Historic Trail and the view from the Birch Creek
ACEC to Farewell Bend State Park High Potential Historic Site. The high
impact on the vicarious experience is shown by photographs filed for this

Section 3.2.6.10 Recreation Affected
Environment

p. 3 473, The Oregon National Historic Trail was designated by Congress, not
the National Park

Section 3.2.7.6 Environmental Concerns
Birch Creek Int Site
impact

p. 3 562, Platform 8 3, view from Birch Creek Interpretive Site ACEC is
misrepresented. The primary focus of the viewers is from the remaining
visible rut segments to the north along the known track of the wagons. The
support structures and powerlines will cross the field of view at a distance of
about 0.6 miles from the typical viewing platform by the interpretive marker
at an oblique angle running about a mile across the ordinary field of view
p. 3 646, high impact on view reported, but as "middle ground" when it
would be close foreground at 0.6 mile
p. 3 698 99, Tables 3 189, 190, Scenic Quality Impacts, supposed to be for
Segment 4 Willow Creek Alternative but is not how are acres of changed
view at Brownlee Reservoir and other places relevant to this supposed
p. 3 700 01, Tables 3 191, 192, Scenic Quality Impacts, supposed to be
for Segment 4 Tub Mtn S Alternative but is not how are acres of
changed view at Brownlee Reservoir and other places relevant to this
p. 3 714, Table 3 204, Tub Mts S Alternative results in
Non compliance with BLM goals for protection of Alkali Springs

Birch Creek Int Site
impact

p. 3 721, Table 3 213, Visibility of Project Components, Tub Mtn S
Alternative, Sensitivity Level High shows "N/A" for "Not Applicable" for
visible acres; this is not true for the travel portion and view on Old Oregon
Trail county road proceeding east from the western half of the western half
of Section 7 approaching Alkali Springs in Section 8, Township 17 South
Range 45 East, where the view of the formerly unchanged landscape will be
dominated by a high profile 90 degree view of the supporting structures and
powerlines in the center of the field of view looking along the track of the
p. 3 729, Contrary to the analysis presented in Table 3 213, "These eight
alternatives [including Tub Mtn South] would dominant the landscape in the
foreground of this portion of the trail and would have direct, long term
adverse impacts to the visual setting and user experience for those using the
Oregon National Historic Trail." Tub Mtn S has the greatest admitted
distance of direct, high impact on the visual setting and visitor experience at
p. 3 732, Table 3 218, the table analysis shows Tub Mtn S having High Impact
in the foreground for
Visibility, Angle of View, and combined Scale and Spatial Relationship Impact

I111r

I111q

I111o

I111n

I111m

I111p
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Stafford Hazelett (cont.)I111

Stafford Hazlett B2H DEIS Comments 3 of 3

p. 3 708, "The Tub Mountain South Alternative would create strong visual
contrast that would not comply with current VRM Class III at three KOPs. This
alternative would not comply with VRM Class III from the Alkali Springs
Interpretive Site (8 1), Oregon Trail ACEC Birch Creek (8 3), and Virtue Flat
OHV Area (5 84) in the Malheur Field Office because primarily of strong

App. B.6. No data for Segment 4
Brogan

"Supporting Data for Land Use, Ag, and Rec" no comments for Proposal nor
Alternatives
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Stafford Hazelett (cont.)I111
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Fred and Evelyn HeidI112

 I112a

 A discussion of impacts on pivot irrigation and aerial spraying operations is included in 
Sections 3.2.7.2, 3.2.7.5, and 3.2.7.6.

Input from the landowner and the impact on property will be carefully considered by Idaho 
Power during fi nal design and engineering, which could include micro-siting of the transmission 
line along the selected route. Idaho Power will negotiate with the owners of real property 
interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal location, they 
are appropriately compensated.

I112a
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Monte HeidI113

 I113a  The Applicant has indicated that high-profi le pivots can be spanned by B2H Proposed Project 
Facilities. Refer to Section 3.2.7 (Types of Potential Effects) for more detail.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 12, 2015 9:54 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I have farm ground with pivots on them in the proposed Jamieson 

alternative route. My pivots are high profile so I would have to tear them down if the Jamieson 
route was chosen. The tub mountain route

Monte Heid <monte.heid@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/101971
I have farm ground with pivots on them in the proposed Jamieson alternative route. My pivots are high profile so I
would have to tear them down if the Jamieson route was chosen. The tub mountain route goes through much less
private land so would be the most feasible route.

I113a
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Jennifer HeimgartnerI114

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 1:13 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: It is completely wrong to go through private property to get this power 

line put in. Land owners pay taxes have paid their dues to own the land they have and live 
their. How can you just ignore that a

Jennifer Heimgartner <jennheimgartner14@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102912
It is completely wrong to go through private property to get this power line put in. Land owners pay taxes have paid
their dues to own the land they have and live their. How can you just ignore that and run a line right through private
land? Please reconsider! There are families, business owners real people this is going to deeply effect.

300356

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Richard HeinemannI115

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Saturday, January 17, 2015 11:18 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication:  I have no problem whatsoever with the proposed route that passes 

near Morgan Lake by La Grande.  I feel that the recent concerns expressed by other citizens 
about nesting eagles in the vicinity are n

Richard Heinemann <mfhrth@frontier.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/97112
I have no problem whatsoever with the proposed route that passes near Morgan Lake by La Grande. I feel that the
recent concerns expressed by other citizens about nesting eagles in the vicinity are not valid, as they are 1/4 mile away.
Any route chosen would have some wildlife nearby, and most wildlife is plenty resilient enough to cope with the
"intrusion". There will always be people with the attitude of "not in my back yard".

300255

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Ramona HelgersonI116

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 15, 2015 9:45 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: B2H Committee,  During numerous previous public meetings and 

forums the citizens of Baker County have spoken loudly and often that they do not want your 
transmission lines to run thr

Ramona Helgerson <monahelgerson@hotmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103052
B2H Committee,

During numerous previous public meetings and forums the citizens of Baker County have spoken loudly and often that
they do not want your transmission lines to run through Baker County. The power that it will carry ultimately will not be
of any benefit to Baker County or its residents. It is obvious that you do not have our citizens or our beautiful area in our
best interests. Instead, you are only planning for your future expansion and profits. Do the right thing for Baker Valley
and do not build your lines in our beautiful Baker County as these lines will adversely affect our view scapes, culture and
way of life here.

Ramona Helgerson

300434

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Kristi HergertI117

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 15, 2015 7:54 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: For goodness sakes go back to the drawing board! Destroying people's 

homes and jeopardizing their property is not the answer. My grandfather was an engineer  for 
Idaho power and I have always been

Kristi Hergert <kristih@wtechlink.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103051
For goodness sakes go back to the drawing board! Destroying people's homes and jeopardizing their property is not the
answer. My grandfather was an engineer for Idaho power and I have always been proud to say that. If this goes through
I will no longer be able to say I am proud of anything that has to do with Idaho power. Find an alternative!!

300432

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Richard HermanI118

 I118a

 Direct and indirect impacts on Oregon NHT were analyzed in the Final EIS. Additionally, a 
comprehensive mitigation approach was developed to reduce both direct and indirect impacts 
on National Trails including compensatory mitigation as directed by the Department of the 
Interior’s Landscape-Scale Mitigation Strategy.

I118b  See response to Comment I118a.

I118c

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: buddy359@comcast.net
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 6:08 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: BLM- Draft EIS Response to Boardman to Hemingway

Dear Sir, 

I have had an opportunity to review the draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Boardman to 
Hemingway project. 
I am very interested in preserving Oregon historical sites and have special interest in preserving the 
remnants of the Oregon Trail in the eastern part of the state.  Upon review of the draft EIS, I have 
several concerns about the impact of the powerline to the trail.  They are as follows: 

--The current proposed route closely follows the Oregon Trail and crosses it several times.  The sight 
of the huge transmission towers and power lines will cause severe impairment of the "view" from the 
trail and ruin the trail experience which trail enthusiasts treasure.  The view will forever be lost. 

-- The  proposed route which has been chosen within view of the Oregon Trail Interpretive Center at 
Flagstaff Hill, will ruin the view and trail experience which visitors are entitled to enjoy.  The 
transmission towers will dominate the view from the center and will destroy the "remote feeling" one 
experiences when hiking the on-site trail ruts.  The purpose of the center is to showcase the both the 
trail and its view, both of which will be severely degraded.

-- Avoid using the Tub Mountain South Alternate as it would destroy the remote historic view when 
visiting the Alkali Spring/Tub Spring area. 

-- Avoid the Birch Creek trail segment which in it's current state offers a pristine experience to tourists 
visiting Oregon via. the Oregon Trail.

-- The proposed power line routes are not compatible with the Oregon Trail and alternate routes must 
be investigated and seriously considered.  Consider using existing power line corridors to Idaho or 
relocating along the existing power lines which are connected to the three Snake River dams. 

Every measure should be taken to protect the Oregon Trail, the trail ruts and the view which the 
pioneers experienced when they first came to settle Oregon. 

Regards,

Richard Herman 
2112 NW 152nd St. 
Vancouver, WA 98686 

300452

I118a

I118b

I118c
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Doris HessI119

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 9:45 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: If Idaho Power wants to move forward on this, there needs to be a plan 

that does NOT involve private land owners, farm lands and businesses.  This is just wrong 
that you would even consider this!  I a

Doris Hess <mhrbar76@yahoo.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102957
If Idaho Power wants to move forward on this, there needs to be a plan that does NOT involve private land owners, farm
lands and businesses. This is just wrong that you would even consider this! I am asking that you PLEASE DO NOT grant
B2H authorization to cross privately owned lands.

300387

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Naomi HilaryI120

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Saturday, March 14, 2015 9:06 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: We do not support destroying what families have built for generations,

Naomi Hilary <nhilary52@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103040
We do not support destroying what families have built for generations,

300417

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Maxine HinesI121

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Maxine Huber <maxsprite@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 10:30 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Comment on lines

This project has gone on for so many years and protests of all kinds continue, including mine earlier. Oregon
continues to go green and save water and energy. California is in drought. They will be looking for
water. Idaho and Oregon will continue to need more water and our southern counties are in drought. Idaho
has been way behind in renewables and barely promoting anything to conserve.

The whole movement is towards solar, etc. all over the nation and we are opposed to an antiquated system's
line being run through Oregon along pristine mountains, lakes and eagles nest.

When Idaho takes advantage of all that hot sun down there and puts solar on all the tract houses, then and
only then can I support a serious negative impact to Oregon to bring more power for more growth without
planning. They continue to require in so many neighborhood covenants, abundant lawns and landscaping
requiring power and water. Silly.........

Please take care of our way of life and encourage others to step up to conservation and long term
planning. Thanks, Maxine Hines 701 D Ave. La Grande, Or. 97850

300530

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Gayle HoeftI122

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 8:25 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I don't want the line coming across our farm land. It will be to 

close, even if it follows I84. It will be uglier than the wind towers. Too much of our 
scenic beauty is going away.

Flag Status: Flagged

Gayle Hoeft <glhoeft@hotmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103276
I don't want the line coming across our farm land. It will be to close, even if it follows I84. It will be uglier than the wind
towers. Too much of our scenic beauty is going away.

300465

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Chuck and Suzanne HornbuckleI123

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: hornbucklecs@juno.com
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 4:18 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Boardman to Hemmingway Draft EIS comments

As a longtime member of the Oregon-California Trails Association and 12 other 
historical groups concerned about preserving our threatened heritage I am 
writing to express my comments about the subject project.

Very simply we cannot afford to lose anymore of the remaining pioneer trail 
segments or sites.  Once they are gone, they're gone and our grandchildren's 
grandchildren will not have a clue what thousands of our brave pioneer 
ancestors overcame to improve their life.  Their sacrifices are blazed in each inch 
of the remaining trail; their blood, sweat and many tears and, yes, even death 
testify to what we so freely enjoy today.

I agree with others who have commented or will comment in 
explicit detail.  However,  I simply tell you, "no more losses; no more excuses!"  

With all due respect I thank you for the opportunity to comment,

Chuck & Suzanne Hornbuckle
7245 118th Ave. SW
Olympia, WA 98512 9264
360 352 2113

300323

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Suzanne Spencer HornbuckleI124

 I124a

 Direct and indirect impacts on Oregon NHT were analyzed in the Final EIS. Additionally, a 
comprehensive mitigation approach was developed to reduce both direct and indirect impacts 
on National Trails including compensatory mitigation as directed by the Department of the 
Interior’s Landscape-Scale Mitigation Strategy.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: hornbucklecs@juno.com
Sent: Saturday, March 14, 2015 10:34 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: BLM EIS 

Sirs:

Recently I became aware of the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission line (B2H).As a long time member of 
the Oregon California Trails organization I want to express my concern about the project. 

I am particularly concerned about the area at Flagstaff Hill, Baker City, Oregon.  The eye, ear or mind will be 
unable to recreate what the pioneers experienced in that area if the transmission line is placed as 
proposed.  While the undergrounding of the line or the Timber Canyon Alternatives will be costly, ultimately 
one of these choices is the only way to save the experience at Flagstaff Hill. 

Having traveled the Oregon Trail and other historic trails, the value of the experience cannot be 
exaggerated.  The feeling of openness, space and the very heart of being an American is the result of these 
opportunities.  Please don't destroy this for future citizens. 

Suzanne Spencer Hornbuckle 
descendant of six Oregon Trail pioneer families 

7245 118th Ave. S W 
Olympia, WA 98512 
360-352-2113

I124a
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Jack and Dianne HortonI125

 I125a

 Route preference noted. The Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c 
mitigation measures that would minimize potential increases in raptor predation, such as perch 
deterrents (Selective Mitigation Measure 15) and minimization of vegetation clearing (Selective 
Mitigation Measure 5). Refer to Section 3.2.4.3 in the Final EIS.

I125b  Comment noted

I125c  Comment noted. 

I125a

I125b

I125c
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Jack and Dianne Horton (cont.)I125

I125d  Comment noted.

I125e

 Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of private lands. The impact on property rights will be carefully considered by Idaho Power 
during micro-siting. Idaho Power will negotiate with the owners of real property interests 
to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal location, they are 
appropriately compensated. The Final EIS has been updated to include impact analysis for 
timber production and wildlife habitat.

I125c

I125d

I125e
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Nancy HortonI126

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Nancy Dreher <ndreher@bendbroadband.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 8:27 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: B2H

Bureau of Land Management 
Vale District Office 
100 Oregon Street 
Vale, OR  97918 

Re: Boardman to Hemingway Draft EIS Comments 

The B2H issue boils down to history versus progress.  What is history though, but the story of progress? 

Allowing the B2H project to ignore the elegant testimony of the trail ruts is pigheaded and wrong. 

The government agencies sworn to protect public lands and all that the public lands have to offer need to do just 
that, not give it away to private enterprise to enhance a private bottom line. 

This B2H project offers a great opportunity to both the public and private businesses to prove that they can 
work together to come up with alternatives (e.g. re-route, bury the line, marry it to existing lines).  Imagine all 
the positive publicity generated!  I know it would certainly put a smile on this citizen's face. 

Thank you in advance. 

Nancy D. Horton 
62747 Montara Dr. 
Bend, OR  97701 

300502

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Linda HudsonI127

I127a

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility of BLM and other 
land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way across lands it 
administers. The most readily available information was used during development of the Draft 
EIS.

The Applicant’s 2015 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), a long-term resource planning study, 
recently reaffi rmed that the B2H Project is essential to serving future growth in customer 
demand. Previous IRPs also identifi ed the need for this transmission line project, going back 
to the 2006 IRP. The 2015 IRP indicates the need of the B2H Project remains strong. When 
fi nished, the B2H Project would help provide low-cost energy to the Applicant’s customers 
in southern Idaho and eastern Oregon. The B2H Project also will interconnect with existing 
transmission systems owned by B2H Project partners Pacifi Corp and the Bonneville Power 
Administration, allowing greater amounts of electricity to move throughout the Pacifi c 
Northwest. This helps meet a regional need and provides benefi ts to the entire area, much 
of which is served, directly or indirectly, by those two providers. In addition, the B2H Project 
allows the Applicant to serve its growing load without building carbon-emitting resource.

I127b  Baker County Zoning Ordinances have been added to the assessment of impacts on trail 
management (Section 3.2.15.4).

I127a

I127b
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Linda Hudson (cont.)I127

I127c

 Scientifi c agencies have concluded that the research is not strong enough to support the 
conclusion that EMF is the cause of any disease. The data related to childhood leukemia has 
been characterized as limited and insuffi cient to provide a basis to conclude that magnetic 
fi elds are a cause of this disease. Scientifi c agencies have recommended additional research 
to clarify fi ndings, as well as low-cost measures to reduce exposure.

I127d  

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

I127d

I127c
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Ann HumesI128

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 1:04 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I am continually flabbergasted at how companies are being allowed to 

do their business on people's private lands and even public lands as well. This is truly an 
abomination! Your company has no ri

Ann Humes <>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102911
I am continually flabbergasted at how companies are being allowed to do their business on people's private lands and
even public lands as well. This is truly an abomination! Your company has no right to much of this land and the people
who do own the land and have a right to it DO NOT WANT YOU THERE. They have the right to tell you NO. If the
government backs your company up and doesn't listen to the people there will be backlash in the future. It is already
happening. We are tired of being lied to and misled by large conglomerate companies and by politicians. It's time to heal
the earth and stop destroying it just so your company can make millions and billions of dollars. This greed needs to stop.

300354

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Bruce and Carol HummelI129

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Bruce Hummel <bruce@thiefvalleyranch.com>
Sent: Saturday, February 07, 2015 11:32 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: BLM - Timber Canyon Alternative Route Comments
Attachments: Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Letter.docx

Attached are comments regarding the Timber Canyon Alternative Route. 
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Bruce and Carol Hummel (cont.)I129

I129a  I129a

 The Applicant has committed to updated design features and selective mitigation measures 
designed to minimize anticipated potential B2H Project impacts. B2H Project design features 
and selective mitigation measures that would minimize impacts on fi sh resources include 
spanning of riparian communities and water courses, using existing access roads, and 
selective removal of vegetation. Refer to Section 3.2.5 of the Final EIS for analysis of impacts.

I129b

 Comment noted. The effects of the B2H Project on big game habitats are addressed in 
Section 3.2.4.5 of the Final EIS. The Applicant has committed to design features and site-
specifi c mitigation measures to minimize impacts to big game, including spatial and seasonal 
restrictions, a Plan of Development that includes a Biological Resources Conservation Plan, 
and limiting new or improved accessibility to sensitive habitat.

I129c

 The Timber Canyon Alternative was re-evaluated for the Final EIS to better identify potential 
impacts associated with this alternative. This route crosses mixed conifer forest, which is of 
particular concern for the Forest Service. The Forest Service expressed concern about loss 
of forested habitat (and associated effects on wildlife habitat and timber products. This route 
would require a forest plan amendment. In addition, this route is 19 miles longer than other 
routes in this segment. See Sections 2.1.1.3 (Recommended Route-Variation Options) and 
3.2.3 for further detail. 

February 10, 2015

Bureau of Land Management

Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project

P.O. Box 655

Vale, OR 97918

Re: Timber Canyon Alternative

We are opposed to the transmission line following the Timber Canyon Alternative Route.

The Timber Canyon Alternative Route travels across our property and we feel that there are
impacts/concerns that have not been adequately studied and addressed. Some impacts affect the
majority of the Timber Canyon Alternative Route, some impacts are near our property, and some are on
our property.

Impacts Caused By The Timber Canyon Alternative That Affect The Majority Of The Route

Watershed Damage/Fish Bearing Streams The removal of trees and installation of access roads will
decrease water storage which will lead to increased erosion, silt, and reduced summer flows in fish
bearing streams.

Habitat Fragmentation The Timber Canyon Alternative Route creates a barrier for big game (elk and
deer) migration to and from Category 2 winter range.

Wildfire Power lines and additional traffic on service roads create increased risk of fire.

View shed Removal of trees and the addition of power lines will negatively impact the view shed.

Wildlife Impact The Timber Canyon Alternative Route will have a negative impact on the following
wildlife that use the area: elk, deer, antelope, bear, cougar, fox, bobcat, chuckar, Hungarian partridge,
quail, turkey, pheasant, geese, duck, dove, blue grouse, ruffed grouse, golden eagle, bald eagle, osprey,
hawk, falcon, owl, songbirds, sage grouse, and bats.

Additional Impact The Timber Canyon Alternative Route is 15.3 miles longer than the proposed route
resulting in 15.3 miles more of impacts on wildlife, habitat, and the environment.

Eagle Cap Wilderness The Timber Canyon Alternative Route travels close to the Eagle Cap Wilderness
and its negative impacts will alter the wilderness. The increased potential for wildfire is especially
concerning.

I129b

I129c
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Bruce and Carol Hummel (cont.)I129

I129d

 Comment noted. If the alternative route is selected for construction, cultural resources would 
be evaluated and analyzed under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 
any adverse effects to cultural resources would need to be resolved per the Programmatic 
Agreement for the B2H Project.

I129e  See response to Comment I129b.

I129f  See response to Comment I129c.

I129g

 The Applicant has committed to updated design features and selective mitigation measures 
designed to minimize anticipated potential Project impacts. B2H Project design features and 
selective mitigation measures that would minimize impacts on fi sh resources include spanning 
of riparian communities and water courses, using existing access roads, and selective removal 
of vegetation. Refer to Section 3.2.5 of the Final EIS for analysis of impacts.

I129h

 Comment noted. The analysis for the Final EIS has been revised to include the number of 
raptor nests within 0.5 and 5 miles of all alternative routes. As described in Section 3.2.4.5 
in the Final EIS, the Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c mitigation 
measures to minimize impacts to raptors including spatial and seasonal restrictions for nesting 
raptors, a Plan of Development that includes a Biological Resources Conservation Plan, 
limiting new or improved accessibility to sensitive habitat, and avian-safe design standards.

I129i   Comments noted. Cumulative effects on big game habitat are discussed in Section 3.3.

Impacts Caused by The Timber Canyon Alternative Route Near Our Property

Cultural and Historical Resources The Timber Canyon Alternative Route runs through or near the
following: tribal cultural sites and concerns, historic Japanese town site, and pioneer graveyard.

Big Game Winter Range The Timber Canyon Alternative Route runs through the middle of Category 2
winter range for elk and deer.

Habitat Fragmentation The Timber Canyon Alternative Route creates a barrier for big game (elk and
deer) migration to and from Category 2 winter range.

Impacts Caused By The Timber Canyon Alternative Route On Our Property

CREP The Timber Canyon Alternative Route runs through the center of two existing CREP projects that
were implemented to provide wildlife habitat.

Watershed Damage The Timber Canyon Alternative Route runs through the center of the Spring Creek
Watershed. The installation of access roads will decrease water storage which will lead to increased
erosion, silt, and reduced summer flows in fish bearing streams.

Eagles The Timber Canyon Alternative Route is near active bald and golden eagle nests.

Osprey The Timber Canyon Alternative Route is near (less than ½ mile) multiple active osprey nests.

Habitat Fragmentation The Timber Canyon Alternative Route will go through Category 2 winter range
for elk and deer.

Forest The Timber Canyon Alternative Route will create additional fire risks for our home, rangeland,
wildlife habitat, and timber.

Wind Tower Cumulative Effect The existing wind tower field is parallel to and less than ½ mile from the
Timber Canyon Alternative Route. The cumulative impact will be significant. We have already seen a
change in habitat use by elk and antelope as a result of the wind towers.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments. If you would like an on the ground tour of
these issues on or near our property, please feel free to contact us.

Bruce and Carol Hummel

Thief Valley Ranch

bruce@thiefvalleyranch.com

I129d

I129e

I129f

I129g

I129h

I129i
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P. JacksonI130

 I130a

 Direct and indirect impacts on Oregon NHT were analyzed in the Final EIS including on the 
National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center. Additionally, a comprehensive mitigation 
approach was developed to reduce both direct and indirect impacts on National Trails including 
compensatory mitigation as directed by the Department of the Interior’s Landscape-Scale 
Mitigation Strategy.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: P Jckson <pnjocta@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 11:54 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: BLM Boardman to Hemingway Draft EIS Response

I am concerned about the impact of the Boardman to Hemingway transmission line on the few remaining remnants of the 
Oregon Trail.   I have been a member of the Oregon California Trails Association for many years.

The transmission line will cross the trail 11 times.  The construction of the transmission line will damage any remnants of 
the trail at those places. When construction is done,  the access roads and power lines will destroy any sense of what it 
was like to travel the Oregon Trail.

The transmission line will pass close to the Flagstaff Hill Interpretive Center. I have been there and found it to be a 
wonderful place to get that sense of what it was like to travel the Oregon Trail. The center is located at the trail. There are
ruts from the wagons that traveled the trail. Visitors have a great view of how the trail came out from the hills and down to
the valley. If the transmission line is built close to the center, that sense of being on the trail will be lost.

I think the stories of the pioneers who spent several months walking along the Oregon Trail is a very important part of the 
history and culture of our country. There are very few places where someone can walk the trail and get a sense of what it 
was like for the pioneers. Please do not build the Boardman to Hemingway transmission line in areas that will destroy 
some of those few remaining places.

Sincerely,
P. Jackson
pnjocta@yahoo.com

I130a
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Rachel JanzenI131

 I131a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Rachel Janzen <rjanzen@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, March 07, 2015 10:56 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Please protect the Oregon Trail Segments

Dear folks,
I am a the Board Secretary of Sons and Daughters of Oregon Pioneers. To be a member, people must be a descendant of
an Oregon Territory Pioneer before February 14, 1859.

he Sons and Daughters of Oregon Pioneers was established by the children of the elderly members of 
the Oregon Pioneer Association to assist them in carrying out their desire to memorialize those that came 
to the Oregon Country, founded our civil and military governments, and pioneered our basic industries.

In 1901 the organization was incorporated, with it's principle place of business and meeting, in Portland, 
Oregon. There are more than 1200 members worldwide.

PURPOSE

he purpose of the organization shall be to bring together the descendants of the pioneers for social, 
literary and other purposes of mutual benefit, and to perpetuate in the minds of its members, their 
descendants, and the general public, the memories of the intrepid Pioneers. The goals are to educate 
interested persons in the history of the Pioneers and restore and preserve historic locations without 
sacrificing any of their significance. 

Please do not destroy and erase our history and heritage by destroying parts of the Oregon Trail. Our 
goal is to preserve these locations for our children and grandchildren. Without the bravery of our 
pioneers, none of us would be in the west right now. 

Very Respectfully, 
Rachel Janzen 
12367 S.E. Ridgecrest Rd. 
Happy Valley, Or 97086 

I131a
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Kenneth JensenI132

 I132a
 Alternative analysis has been revised to refl ect comments on the Draft EIS. The consideration 
of land use (including airports and airstrips) has been incorporated in to the new process for 
consideration of alternatives.

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 9:14 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I am a farmer in the Jamieson area, that the Willow Creek Alt 

route would run through  1 ¼ miles of my center pivot farm.  I have several things that 
would be high impact to my farm. 

Flag Status: Flagged

Kenneth Jensen <kajensen@q.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103278
I am a farmer in the Jamieson area, that the Willow Creek Alt route would run through 1 ¼ miles of my center pivot
farm. I have several things that would be high impact to my farm.

I have a registered airstrip that is not listed in Table 3 135 of landing strips with 3 miles of alternatives. In fact the
willow creek route would place a tower within 100 feet of the end of my landing strip, and stop any use by anyone,
including crop dusters that have used this strip since the early 1980s. Details on the strip are, Facility Name:
Gum Creek Airstrip, Facility Type: Airport, Coordinates 44 10.52N,117 28.13W. Length 1950 Dirt. The strip is
100 feet west of route.

Table 3 100 lists criteria for assessing impacts to agriculture, and states that areas where the project would
conflict physically with existing agricultural uses, (ie center pivot irrigation fields) would be high impact. The
Willow creek alt route would bounce across and around 5 of my center pivots and the right of ways would allow for a
tower to be placed in the way of several of my pivots and stop their paths, which your report acknowledges would be
very disruptive. Yet your report rates the long term disruption to farming on the willow creek route as
low. Al my reduced conservation tillage requires sub 1 inch accuracy that I have achieved by having
my own 900mHz base station for my RTK GPS auto steering, and the 500KV lines intermittently disrupt this signal and
would stop a tractor for hours or days at a time.

Table 3 96 lists the number of Aerial applications per year for various crops, of which I farm at least 4. Your report
details how parts of the fields would not be able to be sprayed due to the power lines, and damage from pests , diseases
and weeds would have a severe impact on my farm, yet the impact to agriculture is still rated as lo .
Due to the fact that the proposed route changes angles several times, whole pivots would not be able to be sprayed by
air since all angles of flight would run into a portion of the power line.

Thanks for your consideration,
Kenneth Jensen

I132a

I132b

I132c

I132b

 The analysis of impacts on agriculture for alternative routes analyzed in detail in the Final EIS 
includes a quantitative analysis of important farmland, high-value soils, irrigated farmland, and 
existing agriculture. Refer to Section 3.2.7.

A GPS unit in farming equipment should work properly within the vicinity of a transmission line. 
GPS devices continually pull signals from a number of satellites, not just one and may also 
utilize a fi xed base station. A signal may be blocked temporarily if the transmission structure 
is between the receiver and a weak signal, but it will return as the farm equipment moves past 
the structure. It is also common for GPS receivers to drop and pick up signals even in the 
absence of transmission lines and structures. If the base station signal is weak or blocked, 
additional or alternate locations may improve the signal and performance.

I132c  Impacts on aerial spraying have been updated in Section 3.2.7.6.
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Garth and Tonia JohnsonI133

 I133a

 Comments noted. Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was 
provided in the Draft EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur 
and where mitigation would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final 
EIS presents an explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project, 
Chapter 3 has been expanded to provide more description of the methods used for analyzing 
effects associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach) and to provide more 
information about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on 
resources along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-scale 
maps is provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on the 
resources along all of the alternative routes. 

The preliminary environmentally preferred alternative was reviewed against the expanded 
analysis and is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.

I133b

 Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of private lands. The impact on property rights will be carefully considered by Idaho Power 
during micro-siting. Idaho Power will negotiate with the owners of real property interests 
to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal location, they are 
appropriately compensated.

I133c  Comment noted.

I133d

 The Applicant relies on the fi ndings and conclusions of public health specialists and 
international scientifi c organizations, such as the World Health Organization (WHO) and the 
International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP), for guidance and 
guidelines regarding EMF. EMF is discussed in greater detail in Section 3.2.18. As identifi ed 
in design features of the Proposed Action (Table 2-7, Design Feature), the Applicant would 
continue to address public health and safety throughout the life of the B2H Project.

I133a

I133b

I133c

I133d



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S) - CONTINUED

B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-245

Garth and Tonia Johnson (cont.)I133

I133e

 Comments noted. Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration 
with the counties, and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number 
of recommended routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes 
analyzed for the Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative 
routes is reported throughout Chapter 3.

I133e
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Rachel JoostI134

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 1:39 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: To whom it may concern:       The ramifications of the B2H is going to 

have a detrimental effect on people state wide. The project will infringe on people's 
livelihoods & businesses t

Rachel Joost <Racheljoost@yahoo.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102915
To whom it may concern:
The ramifications of the B2H is going to have a detrimental effect on people state wide. The project will infringe on

people's livelihoods & businesses that they have worked so hard to build up. Isn't there other options?!

300359

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Barb KabelI135

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: knk <knk@prodigy.net>
Sent: Monday, February 16, 2015 5:21 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: website comment

Find another route.   History should not be forgotten nor relegated to books.  Barb Kabel 

Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone 

300305

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Flossie KeelerI136

 I136a

 Comments noted. Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration 
with the counties, and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number 
of recommended routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes 
analyzed for the Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative 
routes is reported throughout Chapter 3.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 28, 2015 10:13 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: It saddens me that you are planning to place your high voltage power 

lines so closely to the homes of my family and friends on Upper McKay Creek.  Many are the 
fourth or fifth generation to live in th

Flossie Keeler <fkeeler13@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/97495
It saddens me that you are planning to place your high voltage power lines so closely to the homes of my family and
friends on Upper McKay Creek. Many are the fourth or fifth generation to live in this area working hard on these lands
to make a decent living a feed America. No one can say what the long term damage might be to humans, livestock or
crops.

Your decision to place these lines so closely to homes in this area, has caused considerable stress to not only the
landowners, but family members living nearby. Reconsider the line placement moving a mile or more away from
existing homes.

Thank you,

Flossie Keeler

I136a
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Frank KeithI137

 I137a  Comment noted. 

I137b

 Comment noted. The Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c mitigation 
measures to minimize anticipated potential B2H Project impacts to elk and other big game 
species including seasonal and spatial restrictions, a Plan of Development that includes a 
Biological Resources Conservation Plan, and limiting new or improved accessibility in sensitive 
habitat. Refer to Section 3.2.4.3 in the Final EIS.

I137a

I137b
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I137c  Comment noted.

I137b

I137c
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I137d

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility of BLM and other 
land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way across lands it 
administers. The most readily available information was used during development of the Draft 
EIS.

I137d
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John KilkennyI138

 I138a

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties and 
their constituents occurred, resulting in a number of recommended routing variations/options, 
which were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the Final EIS. Refer 
to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported throughout Chapter 
3.

The analysis of impacts on agriculture for alternative routes analyzed in detail in the Final EIS 
includes a quantitative analysis of important farmland, high-value soils, irrigated farmland, and 
existing agriculture. Refer to Section 3.2.7

I138b

 Comment noted. Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with 
careful consideration of private lands. Input from the landowner and the impact on property 
will be carefully considered by Idaho Power during fi nal design and engineering, which 
could include micro-siting of the transmission line along the selected route. Idaho Power will 
negotiate with the owners of real property interests to ensure that, if any private property 
interests are impaired by the fi nal location, they are appropriately compensated.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2015 11:59 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I am commenting because we own land, Kilkenny Land Co, in Morrow 

County along one of the proposed transmission routes.  Our land is just south of the bombing 
range on the east side of the bombing rang

John Kilkenny <kilkennyjo@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102972
I am commenting because we own land, Kilkenny Land Co, in Morrow County along one of the proposed transmission
routes. Our land is just south of the bombing range on the east side of the bombing range. Our land goes for
approximately 3 1/2 miles on the south edge of the bombing range. We do not want the B2H line to go through our
property. We strongly believe the correct route is to go through the east edge of the bombing range, next to the
bombing range road. The would by far have the least impact to farmers in this part of the county. There is already a
Bonnivile line at this point, so adding another line would have a very small impact on the bombing ranges. It is a shame
that the Navy is not being a good neighbor the the citizens in Morrow County, and going along with this proposed route.
We do not want it to go though our land because it would have a very very significant effect on the value of our land.
we also do not want it on our land because of all the negative effects associated with transmission lines. I would greatly
add to the cost of farming our land and reduce the efficiency we are able to farm . The propose route through our farm
goes through the middle of our farm, essentially cutting it in half. We will NEVER agree to an easement along this route.
We would consider talking about a routed through the north edge of our property, immediately adjacent to the
bombing range south border. We are still strongly opposed to this route for all the reasons mentioned above, but would
at least be willing to discuss the possibility selling an easement of this route. No matter what route the B2H line takes
through our property, it would have a very significant reduction of any future wind turbine income that we may receive
on our land, because of likely loss of turbine placements on our land. Any talk of obtaining an easement through our
land would be very , very expensive because of the negative impact on our land, which we have owned for decades. We
would never agree to any easement that was less than several hundred thousand dollars per mile. Any offer less than
that would be flatly denied because of the negative impacts the line would have on our assets and our health. Please
place the line through the east edge of the bombing range. thank you John KIlkenny

I138a

I138b
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Robin Klotz – January 25, 2015I139

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Robin <rllkrn2@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, January 25, 2015 11:20 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Boardman to Hemmingway Transmission 

The B2H project will ruin our small farm's breathtaking views and potential earnings. 
I consider myself a progressive who believes in being a good steward of the land and in renewal energy. This 
project does not fit that criteria but instead is a continuation of traditional  corporate thinking. 

If true  energy conservation plans were implemented, this project would not be needed
 Electrical  power should be decentralized
Citizens should be empowered to use off grid power solutions

How is this project going to benefit the small farmer in Oregon?
Sincerely,
Robin Klotz RN, BSN, PCCN,CHFN- Nanna and Farmer

300249

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Robin Klotz – March 12, 2015I140

 I139a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Robin Klotz <rllkrn2@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 9:36 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: B2H is not the only option

We are opposed to the B2H lines going through the private homes and farm land. Why was this the only option?
There are too many reasons to name here -but they include the peace and beauty we have spent our life savings 
to obtain,  the decrease resell value of our home and farm, noise from the lines. 
As a person who considers herself an environmentalist , I always assumed as we progressed with the technology 
for wind and solar power that it would steer away from the big cooperate world and the individuals would have 
control of their own power. that is what we need , to empower business , farms , and homeowners to produce as 
much local power as possible. We wouldn't need a grid or huge ugly powerlines if that was to occur.
On a personal level I am very concerned that my dream of having honey bees will be ruined by the powerlines.
Flying out of the hive, bee carries a small electrical charge. During the flight, it creates an electric 
field around, and the charge becomes positive and increases, especially in sunlight. According to E. 
Erikson, the potential difference between a flower and a bee is needed for the magnetic attraction of 
pollen grains to the hair cover of a bee. Electric charge of the returned to the hive bee serves as a 
kind of information about the location of the source of honey and distance to it.  
Therefore there are concerns about having these surrounding our farm on 3 sides. 

--
Robin
 Klotz RN 

I139a
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Edward KotzI141

 I141a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EdKo <edko@thegeo.net>
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 12:34 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Boardman to Hemingway transmission line project (B2H)

My wife and I continue to reject the Boardman to Hemingway transmission
line project (B2H). There have been many meetings held in this area
and the folks here are are against this power line coming through this
valley. It would impact wildlife as much here as if elsewhere and
would detract from the natural beauty of this area as well. We, the
community, have stated over and over again that we do not want it run
through here. We do not want it in our back yard spoiling the view and
lowering our property values. Power generated in Oregon by Idaho owned business for Idaho use is not good for
Oregon.

Mr and Mrs Edward Kotz
Baker City, OR

I141a
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Jim and Fuji KreiderI142

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Fuji Kreider CBD <fkreider@campblackdog.org>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 5:58 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Kreider--Comment: Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project
Attachments: DEIS Comments-Kreider-3-18-2015.docx

BLM officials,

Please accept the attached public comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Boardman to
Hemingway Transmission Line Project.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

C. Fuji and Jim Kreider
60366 Marvin Rd.
La Grande, Oregon 97850
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Jim and Fuji Kreider (cont.)I142

March 18, 2015

To: Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project
P.O. Box 655
Vale, Oregon 97918
comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Jim and C. Fuji Kreider
60366 Marvin Road
La Grande, Oregon 97850
fkreider@campblackdog.org
jkreider@campblackdog.org

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) addressing Idaho
Power’s proposed Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project. We are Union County property owners and
residents living in the vicinity of Morgan Lake (Segment 2 Blue Mountains (aka Segment 9 and 9A).) We will provide
specific comments to the Proposed and the Alternative routes below; however, our primary concern with the DEIS is the
lack of attention to the “No Action Alternative.” We should state clearly and up front, this is our preferred option and
we urge the BLM to adopt the “NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE” in the Final EIS and Record of Decision.

The DEIS gives disappointing and cursory attention to this option. In fact, it has really NOT been “studied.” The No
Action Alternative, per NEPA and stated in the DEIS, is to describe the “existing and future” effects on the environment…
Project need and socio economic conditions are part of that equation. We do not see adequate analysis given to the
future need of the project. Since project inception in 2007, no one can deny that changes have occurred with energy
distribution networks; increasing reliance on local energy sources (instead of the national grid); and governments’
incentives to help incubate these technologies. If this project were approved to move forward, many more years will
pass, and the technological advancements will be that much more robust. Hence, more study needs to be done to
determine if the NO Action Alternative is a (more) sound and viable choice for our future.

Related to the technological advancements in power generation and distribution are the financial costs and
opportunities. For Idaho Power and its investors, the question to be studied is what will be the long term return on
investment? Most investment analysts would say to get out of commercial utilities and invest in newer technologies.
Even David Crane, the CEO of NRG the largest power generator in the country, believes that the power grid we have is
obsolete, and that high tension lines are no longer needed. Why would Idaho Power Company make such short sighted
investments?

Newer technologies would create local, sustainable jobs, rather than temporary work for construction of towers and
roads; and, reduce or eliminate the ecological impacts apparent when reading the DEIS. Costs and opportunities need
better comparison than the DEIS presents. Costs that will be avoided with the No Action Alternative should be studied.
These include not only avoiding the project costs from road building, land clearings, equipment and materials necessary,
but also:

avoiding the bureaucratic ripples (costs) for changing all the land use and various management and mitigation
plans that the mired of agencies effected must deal with;
avoiding the cost of mitigating the degradation of natural habitats (if that mitigation is possible);
avoiding private lands compensatory mitigations and the subsequent lawsuits that inevitably seem to occur with
projects like this;
avoiding the ‘cultural and community costs’ that are intrinsic when neighbors become polarized over
compensation, routing or other actions. These are difficult to measure but certainly will exist (and they are
growing already); and
avoiding the future cost of removal of towers and lines once they finally become obsolete (assuming they would
be required to decommission and remove infrastructures as part of their permits), to mention a few.
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Jim and Fuji Kreider (cont.)I142

 I142a

 The analysis of the No Action meets the CEQ guidelines.

Regarding what changes and options to the business models of utilities are being forecasted 
as energy needs change into the long-term future, refer to the Applicant’s Integrated Resource 
Plan (IRP), which is updated every two years and can be found at http://www.pacifi corp.com/
es/irp.html. 

Water rights and usage is controlled by the Idaho State Engineers Offi ce and is beyond the 
scope of this analysis.

I142b

 In general, burying a transmission line could have greater environmental effects or would 
involve a “trade-off” of resource impacts. The BLM understands the Applicant considered 
a range of technologies and considers the project description to refl ect the best available 
technologies. Undergrounding the transmission line was considered and eliminated, as 
explained in Section 2.5.4.1 of the Final EIS.

I142c

 Comment noted. The Applicant has identifi ed structure alternatives and has committed to 
selective mitigation measures to help reduce impacts to viewsheds. 

500kV steel monopole structures are technically feasible, however for long distances they 
can be economically unfeasible because of the additional cost associated with monopole 
structures.

Opportunities to be studied in the No Action Alternative should include employment, energy conservation and energy
yield projections in meeting the future energy needs of the region(s). Please study the jobs and economic impacts
(“homegrown prosperity”) that distributed generation and storage will create. What changes and options to the business
models of utilities are being forecasted as energy needs change into the long term future?

We have also been told that much of the power to be sent to Idaho will be for irrigation. In the report we see no
consideration given to the lack of water that will be available. As of this writing 2 counties in Oregon have declared
drought. While much of this water will come from the Snake River that water may not be available in the future due to
radioactive contamination from Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL). Studies have indicated trace amounts of
radiation at American Falls which flows into the Snake River. Other studies have indicated that a plume of radioactive
water is approaching the Columbia River at the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. We do not have the resources to review
these studies ourselves; but we believe that this issue needs to come into play in your research as it will reduce the
desire for irrigation from these sources and thus making the No Action more viable.

Without studying these “potential futures,” the No Action Alternative is just words without serious study of this option.
We do not believe that is the intention of NEPA’s requirement for including a No Action in any EIS.

Our remaining comments are specific to the Proposed and Alternative routes for Segment 2, Blue Mountains.

Visual:
The DEIS executive summary states, “after construction, the presence of large transmission towers would potentially
introduce long term impacts on visual resources.” Evidently, these visual impacts are significant enough to force
changes in the proposed route over the past eight years or so. For example, the Glass Hill Alternative route, located
further west from the Proposed route, was chosen to avoid visual impact from La Grande (p. 2 57); to avoid the Oregon
Trail; and to avoid degrading the viewshed from Morgan Lake, “Union County’s #1” in the Chamber of Commerce’s top
10 places to see in Union County.

One consequence of this decision is that extremely valuable and irreplaceable wildlife habitat will be degraded, in order
to spare ourselves the view. That said, we support Idaho Power’s efforts to avoid degrading the viewshed from this
park; hence, we believe that consideration of burying the transmission line in certain key locations needs more
consideration. And, while at face value burying may seem a viable compromise, there will be impacts with burying the
line as well (e.g.: noxious weeds, habitat effects and more.) Therefore, line burial needs to be considered in the EIS. It
appears that “due to costs” it is missing—at least according to our discussions with staff at the BLM sponsored Open
House in La Grande in January 2015. Yet we know that exceptions have been made in other locations, such as in the
Arizona desert.

Another option not fully discussed in the DEIS would be alternatives to the traditional (steel lattice, H frame)
transmission line towers. Today there is another option monopole structures that are fabricated out of self weathering
steel that is treated to produce a rust like finish. These monopoles have been used extensively in the southwest where
they blend in well to the expansive viewscapes/viewsheds.

In conclusion, given the various options, in the context of viewshed, we believe that the Glass Hill Alternative with
buried or monopole towers should be given further attention in the EIS.

Wildlife:
Table S 3 lists Residual Effects on Wildlife. Impacts to virtually all wildlife groups are rated as Moderate to High, both for
initial and residual impact. Our concerns are: mortality (e.g. bird strikes), noise disturbance, human presence, disruption
of breeding and foraging behavior, habitat loss and modification, fragmentation and loss of connectivity.

Building new roads are our biggest concern to habitat fragmentation and introduction of human presence. Living in the
Morgan Lake/Glass Hill area we have experienced the increase in human activity and fugitive dust. If this project is
approved to move forward, we would request that helicopters be used in tower construction to minimize terrestrial
habitat disturbance and dust.

I142a

I142b

I142c
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Jim and Fuji Kreider (cont.)I142

I142d

 The big game analysis has been updated for the Final EIS to included additional information 
on direct and indirect impacts from the B2H Project. Additionally, the Applicant has committed 
to a design feature to minimize potential effects from the transmission line corona (Design 
Feature 26), as well as other design features and site-specifi c mitigation measures to minimize 
anticipated potential B2H Project impacts to elk and other big game species including 
seasonal and spatial restrictions, a Plan of Development that includes a Biological Resources 
Conservation Plan, and limiting new or improved accessibility in sensitive habitat. Refer to 
Section 3.2.4.3 in the Final EIS.

I142e

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

I142f

 Comment noted. The table (now Table 3-94) listing criteria used to assess impacts has been 
revised to more clearly describe impacts and their expected intensity on vegetation resources. 
This table lists impacts that can be quantitatively addressed. Impacts resulting from noxious 
weed invasion are discussed qualitatively by segment.

The Applicant has committed to creation of a Plan of Development which includes both 
a Noxious Weed Management Plan and a Reclamation, Revegetation, and Monitoring 
Framework Plan. These plans will describe in greater detail the application of herbicides and 
methods used to control the spread of noxious weeds throughout the B2H Project. The Plan of 
Development would be a condition of the Record of Decision and a stipulation of the right-of-
way grant.

I142g

 Comment noted. Based on comments received on the Draft EIS, the alternative routes have 
been re-analyzed for the Final EIS using the most up-to-date information available. Where 
additional data have been compiled, the impacts assessment presented in the Final EIS refl ect 
these data. Standard approaches to treatment identifi ed in the EIS focus on the avoidance 
or minimization of potential adverse effects resulting from the B2H Project. Once a route has 
been selected, additional opportunities for avoidance or minimization of effects to specifi c 
resources would be explored. Specifi c treatment measures for the mitigation of adverse 
residual effects would then be developed in consultation with the applicable state and federal 
agencies and consulting parties as required under the Programmatic Agreement for the B2H 
Project.

Wildlife: Migratory birds and raptors
Another reason for the Glass Hill Alternative (DEIS p 2 57) is to address concerns about the Proposed Action’s proximity
to Ladd Marsh Wildlife Management Area. While this is a good alternative for Ladd Marsh, it appears to also be good for
the Bald Eagle nest near Twin Lake/Morgan Lake. However, we are not sure about the Osprey nest in Sheep Creek.
Transmission lines and birds don’t mix well. Hence, the No Action Alternative or burying the line is preferred.

Wildlife: Big game
The Rocky Mountain Elk population in this area warrant exceptional consideration! While they are not an endangered
species the size of this enact herd is precious and unique in the United States. During the breeding season 800 to 1200
elk gather and rutt on and around Cowboy Ridge the high ridge that divides Rock Creek and Sheep Creek. The Proposed
Route and the Glass Hill Alternative would subject the large breeding concentration of elk to the noise created by corona
and electromagnetic fields of a 500 kW transmission line. This is not acceptable. The DEIS has not thoroughly studied
these types of impacts to this herd (nor other big game, small mammals, livestock and birds) with regard to changes
in migration routes, breeding grounds and grazing. Noise from transmission lines is known to be problematic but the
DEIS should also look at UV light and other disturbances that are not visible to humans but will have great impact on big
game (at a minimum.) For example this link (and its sources) discusses noticeable changes in reindeer and the global
threat that infrastructures of this nature have on biodiversity.
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2014/mar/12/animals powerlines sky wildlife

Avoidance of said elk population is better achieved by routing the transmission line to the west of Cowboy Ridge
approximately 2.5 miles. The Glass Hill Alternative attempts to accomplish this by routing the line up Graves Ridge a
ridge that is broad, low slope, and with a well established road built across solid basalt and shallow soils. However as
proposed, it crosses the canyons at their deepest locations where elk habitat is the greatest (good topographic cover,
vegetative cover, and forage diversity.)

A slight modification to the Glass Hill Alternative could reduce the impact on habitat, greatly reduce visual presence,
reduce miles of new roads, and minimize technical logistics. This modification has been proposed by some of our
neighbors and BLM and ODFW are well aware of it. This modification or Variant to the Glass Hill Alternative would move
the southern line 0.5 miles further to the south and entirely off of Cowboy Ridge. This modification is accomplished by
extending the Graves Ridge segment of the Glass Hill Alternative, south, on up Graves Ridge another 0.5 miles, and then
turning easterly to an azimuth of 110 degrees. This Variation of the line would follow a course that better blends the
towers to the landscape. A bend in the Rock Creek drainage allows for the route to “drop away” from Cowboy Ridge and
the surrounding high ground reducing the visual impacts. This modification of the Glass Hill Alternative would result in
reduced fragmentation of elk habitat leaving the predominance of their rutting grounds undisturbed.

Vegetation and Weeds:
Table S 2 summarizes Initial and Residual Impacts to vegetation. The Priority Special Status Species of most concern for
the Glass Hill Alternative is Douglas’ Clover. Douglas’ Clover is an extremely rare plant that has its best chance of
avoiding extinction in populations on Ladd Marsh and Glass Hill. Any potential for ANY species extinction should make
the case for the No Action Alternative.

In addition to concerns about impact to Douglas’ Clover where it currently exists, a larger concern is degradation of
habitat due to introduction of noxious weeds. Impact on noxious weeds is rated as high initially, and low residual. We
believe the EIS should reconsider the residual impact rating of “low” because human intrusion and permanent roads will
result in recurring weed introductions throughout the area. Continuing use of herbicides in the right of way will prevent
re establishment of native vegetation.

Cultural and Historical Resources & National Historic Trails and Study Trails:
The Proposed route will parallel (within 0.5 miles) and be visible from the Oregon Trail ruts northwest of Morgan Lake.
This is not acceptable and therefore the Glass Hill Alternative, 2.5 miles to the west of the Oregon Trail route (La Grande
to Hilgard) would be preferred. However, Glass Hill is called Glass Hill because of a small number of important locations
for collection of obsidian for arrow point construction. The entire area was widely used by indigenous people for

I142d

I142e

I142f

I142g
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I142h

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project, Chapter 3 
has been expanded to provide more description of the methods used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach) and to provide more information 
about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on resources 
along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-scale maps is 
provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on the resources 
along all of the alternative routes.

Input from the landowner and the impact on property will be carefully considered by Idaho 
Power during fi nal design and engineering, which could include micro-siting of the transmission 
line along the selected route. Idaho Power will negotiate with the owners of real property 
interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal location, they 
are appropriately compensated.

I142i  Comments noted. 

I142j

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project. Chapter 3 has 
been expanded to provide more description of the methods for used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach). Chapter 3 also provides more 
information about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on 
resources along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-scale 
maps is provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on the 
resources along all of the alternative routes.

hunting, camping and harvesting of first foods. The Glass Hill area was poorly surveyed for artifacts and archaeological
sites. More study should be directed toward avoiding and protecting the most sensitive cultural sites.

Mitigation & Private Lands:
The DEIS does not address mitigation for any impacts. There are numerous mitigations that will be necessitated for the
entire line. However, a special mitigation note must be taken with regards to Segment 2 because the majority of the line
would be on private lands. Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife will have responsibility for recommending possible
mitigation. We would demand compensatory mitigation, not only on the basis of common fairness, but also because if
we did not, we would not be paying the true price of this energy development and the costs are being subsidized by
environmental degradation.

Special Management Considerations:
Note that Twin Lake is Registered as a Research Natural Area by the Oregon Natural Heritage Program as recognized in
Union County Land Use Plan. This lowland pond supports an aquatic forbland that is unique in the Blue Mountain
Province. In this context, the Glass Hill Alternative would be better than the Proposed route.

EOU’s Rebarrow Forest has significance to the university’s appeal and curriculum, something that should not be a minor
consideration. EOU is struggling financially and experiencing declining enrollment. A project that would have any
negative impact on EOU, has a negative effect on the region’s economy as a whole.

EIS Process:
Finally, we feel compelled to mention that the process to date has been somewhat confusing. It feels as if the target
keeps moving. Section names have changed and recent route maps that Idaho Power uses (and we have seen) are
different (again) than the DEIS. Do we have a moving target? None of this is helpful for those of us ‘layfolks’ who are
trying our best to participate in the public process. It unfortunately brings the integrity of the whole process into
question. However, we are hopeful that during the next phase of study, the BLM and participating agencies will have
considered the mired of issues raised above and by others; and, a full cost benefit analysis—particularly in light of future
energy technologies and needs—will have been conducted and adequately addressed.

We anxiously await the final phase of EIS study and conclusions. Please keep us informed throughout the process.

I142g

I142h

I142i

I142j
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Carolyn Kulog (cont.)I143

 I143a
 Economic impacts to recreation and tourism are addressed in Section 3.2.17.5. Applicant-
committed design features including selective mitigation measures will be used to reduce 
visual impacts to recreational resources.

I143b

 Comments noted. Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration 
with the counties, and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number 
of recommended routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes 
analyzed for the Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative 
routes is reported throughout Chapter 3.

The Applicant’s 2015 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), a long-term resource planning study, 
recently reaffi rmed that the B2H Project is essential to serving future growth in customer 
demand. Previous IRPs also identifi ed the need for this transmission line project, going back 
to the 2006 IRP. The 2015 IRP indicates the need of the B2H Project remains strong. When 
fi nished, the B2H Project would help provide low-cost energy to the Applicant’s customers 
in southern Idaho and eastern Oregon. The B2H Project also will interconnect with existing 
transmission systems owned by B2H Project partners Pacifi Corp and the Bonneville Power 
Administration, allowing greater amounts of electricity to move throughout the Pacifi c 
Northwest. This helps meet a regional need and provides benefi ts to the entire area, much 
of which is served, directly or indirectly, by those two providers. In addition, the B2H Project 
allows the Applicant to serve its growing load without building carbon-emitting resource.

I143a

I143b
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Piers LambI144

 I144a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 9:55 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I am writing this letter to state my opposition to the location of the 

500kV Transmission Line proposed to run through private property between Melba, Idaho 
and Boardman, Oregon - (B2H).  I am urging

Pies Lamb <pierslamb@yahoo.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102958
I am writing this letter to state my opposition to the location of the 500kV Transmission Line proposed to run through
private property between Melba, Idaho and Boardman, Oregon (B2H). I am urging Idaho Power to go back to the
drawing board and develop a plan that does not harm private land owners, farm lands, businesses and ultimately the
pristine country that many many people truly love and cherish. PLEASE DO NOT grant B2H authorization to cross
privately owned lands. Please explore the other options that Idaho Power has.

Thank you for your time.

Piers Lamb
Boise, Idaho

I144a
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 I145a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2015 9:59 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I have lived near Hermiston for the past 13years, I recently moved to 

montana but still own property in the Hermiston area. The better part of both Oregon and 
Idaho is made up of rural areas where the

Sarah lamborn <sarah12042@yahoo.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102970
I have lived near Hermiston for the past 13years, I recently moved to montana but still own property in the Hermiston
area. The better part of both Oregon and Idaho is made up of rural areas where the livestock and crops that help
support our country are raised. The proposed power line will be detrimental to the quality of life for the men and
women who live in those areas. While that may not be a considering factor in your decision to go ahead with this
project, consider as well the detriment to the industry those men and women are a big factor in. We need our rural
communities to stay strong, please reconsider running your power line through this private property.

I145a



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-267
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 I146a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 15, 2015 10:11 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I am writing to ask you to avoid destroying the view shed of the Oregon 

Trail in the Flagstaff Hill area. I call on the BLM to use the Timber Canyon Alternative. The 
trail and view shed can never be r

Dennis Larsen <dlandpz@earthlink.net>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103043
I am writing to ask you to avoid destroying the view shed of the Oregon Trail in the Flagstaff Hill area. I call on the BLM
to use the Timber Canyon Alternative. The trail and view shed can never be restored once compromised and our history
and heritage will continue to die by a thousand little cuts. The proposed transmission towers will be a visual blight in an
especially historic area.

I146a
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Harry LarsonI147

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: harry larson <hlarson@me.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 4:39 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: website comment

It is not right to go on private land if the owner says NO !!
Harry Larson

300372

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Saturday, March 14, 2015 9:29 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Idaho depends on farming and ranching creating an emergency power 

source that destroys that -even for just a few people- is not acceptable.

Jennifer Levanger <jennlevanger@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103032
Idaho depends on farming and ranching creating an emergency power source that destroys that even for just a few
people is not acceptable.

300409

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Frances LewisI149

300270

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Meredee LloydI150

 I150a

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Sunday, January 04, 2015 1:50 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: The proposed 500 kilovolt towers and high tension lined planned 

through Union County, Oregon, should be as FAR AWAY as POSSIBLE from the La 
Grande's city park of Morgan Lake.  I understand the cur

Meredee Lloyd <>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/96646
The proposed 500 kilovolt towers and high tension lined planned through Union County, Oregon, should be as FAR
AWAY as POSSIBLE from the La Grande's city park of Morgan Lake. I understand the current plan would place the line
within 1,000 feet of little Morgan Lake. Not only will it be aesthetically unappealing for this beautiful local refuge, but
also a source of noise pollution with its constant electrical humming. For power that is not even used by locals, please
respect our landscape and high quality of outdoor life, by placing the line at an alternate route as far west as possible.

I150a
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1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 8:48 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I think the routing of this project needs to be changed to protect private 

land ownership!

mark Lobbestael <bevnmark@charter.net>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102953
I think the routing of this project needs to be changed to protect private land ownership!

300381

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Kevin and Marilyn LogsdonI152

 I152a  Comment noted.

I152b

 Comment noted. The EIS has been revised to address additional impacts on migratory birds 
and considers potential effects from all alternative routes (Section 3.2.4). In addition, the 
Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c mitigation measures to minimize 
potential B2H Project impacts on wildlife including preconstruction surveys, spatial and 
seasonal restrictions, avian-safe design, limited new or improved accessibility in sensitive 
habitat, and a Plan of Development that includes a Biological Resources Conservation Plan.

I152c

 Comments noted. Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with 
careful consideration of private lands. Input from the landowner and the impact on property 
will be carefully considered by Idaho Power during fi nal design and engineering, which 
could include micro-siting of the transmission line along the selected route. Idaho Power will 
negotiate with the owners of real property interests to ensure that, if any private property 
interests are impaired by the fi nal location, they are appropriately compensated.

I152a

I152b

I152c
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1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 1:37 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I have been an Idahoan all my life and am appalled at what you are 

trying to do!  You are destroying our way of life and people's homes and livelihoods!
Emergency power is not worth this cost!  P

Lacey Loughmiller <laceyloughmiller@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102914
I have been an Idahoan all my life and am appalled at what you are trying to do! You are destroying our way of life and
people's homes and livelihoods! Emergency power is not worth this cost! Please reconsider this project!!!

300358

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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George Luciani (cont.)I154

I154a  Comment noted.

I154b

 The Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c selective mitigation measures 
designed to minimize anticipated B2H Project effects. However, construction is a disturbance 
to the land and the Applicant will work with landowners to reduce or eliminate impacts and 
provide mitigation.

I154c

 Scientifi c agencies have concluded that the research is not strong enough to support the 
conclusion that EMF is the cause of any disease, including cancer or miscarriage. The data 
related to childhood leukemia has been characterized as limited and insuffi cient to provide a 
basis to conclude that magnetic fi elds are a cause of this disease. Scientifi c agencies have 
recommended additional research to clarify fi ndings, as well as low-cost measures to reduce 
exposure.

I154c

I154b

I154a
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George Luciani (cont.)I154

I154d

 Scientifi c agencies have concluded that the research is not strong enough to support the 
conclusion that EMF is the cause of any disease, including cancer. The data related to 
childhood leukemia has been characterized as limited and insuffi cient to provide a basis 
to conclude that magnetic fi elds are a cause of this disease. Scientifi c agencies have 
recommended additional research to clarify fi ndings, as well as low-cost measures to reduce 
exposure.

I154e

 The BLM understands the Applicant considered a range of technologies for high-voltage 
transmission and considers the project description to refl ect the best available technologies. In 
addit ion, the analysis of alternatives has been updated to refl ect colocation with existing utility 
corridors. Please see Sections 2.1.2 and 2.6 for further detail.

I154e

I154c

I154d
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Deedee LumI155

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2015 7:44 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Maintain the peace and tranquility of natures wildlife as well as privately 

owned land! Go back to the  drawing board and find a new route.  An increase in funding this 
project to require a longer lin

DeeDee Lum <deedee.dcl@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102968
Maintain the peace and tranquility of natures wildlife as well as privately owned land! Go back to the drawing board
and find a new route. An increase in funding this project to require a longer line is far less than the burden it places on
society for the ever after.

300396

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Robert LynchI156

 I156a

 Alternative analysis has been revised to include additional routes and variations resulting from 
the Draft EIS comment period. The colocation with existing utilities is given preference where 
feasible. The use of private and public land was also considered in order to minimize impacts 
to private residences, sensitive environmental resources, protection of farmlands, and critical 
management areas in conjunction with local, state and federal land use guidance.

I156b

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

I156a

I156b
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Christopher and Margie LyonI157

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Marie Lyon <marie.lyon@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 1:04 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com; Christopher Lyon; Marie Lyon
Subject: EIS Comments From Christopher and Marie Lyon
Attachments: B2H Map of House and Future Home Site.pdf; Christopher and Marie Lyon B2H Letter.docx

Hello All:
Please acknowledge by return e-mail receipt of the two attachments regarding the transmission line 
environmental impact statement, and assure that our comments, with the attached map will be made a part of
the record.

Christopher and Marie Lyon
878 Coyote Gulch Road
Adrian, OR 97901
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Christopher and Margie Lyon (cont.)I157

 I157a

 The Applicant relies on the fi ndings and conclusions of public health specialists and 
international scientifi c organizations, such as the World Health Organization (WHO) and the 
International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP), for guidance and 
guidelines regarding EMF. EMF is discussed in greater detail in Section 3.2.18. As identifi ed 
in design features of the Proposed Action (Table 2-7, Design Feature), the Applicant would 
continue to address public health and safety throughout the life of the B2H Project.

March 12, 2015

Christopher and Marie Lyon
878 Coyote Gulch Road
Adrian, Oregon 97901

RE: Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project
Malheur Area specifically Alternative A or S Routes

To All Concerned:

We are landowners in Malheur County and are directly affected by the proposed route. This route is
planned to go right adjacent to or through our property, part of which actually lies within the corridor
area of the transmission line. We have not been assured they won’t be building towers right on our land.
We are objecting to this and propose that the route chosen be either the Alternative A or S.

We purchased our property in 2011, after searching for 2 years for a suitable piece of land to build our
future. During that search we passed up lands with nearby transmission lines, knowing the impact they
can have on all aspects of life. Our plan, and work thus far, has been to build a farm/ranch income to
sustainably live well into our old age. Those plans include raising hay and grass fed beef for the growing
demand for more healthy meat. We now have a small herd of Dexter Cattle and enough hay to sell
some and support our herd, and plan to grow it until the farm can support our lifestyle and contribute to
a healthier food source. Included in this plan is to build a small home on the bench above our current
home, with a view to the Treasure Valley and overlooking our irrigated farmlands. We have already
chosen the home design, and have the capability, since I built homes as a profession for many years.

But just before we closed on our property we learned of this proposed line from the newspaper. No one
had disclosed this to us, not the realtor, nor the Sellers, and we had already invested in financing and
two years of pursuing our plans. We went ahead with the purchase. Since then we have turned what
was once an unproductive piece of land, riddled with discarded equipment, cropland in sorry shape, no
irrigation equipment in place and fences in shambles, into a nice looking piece of property that is quiet
and borders BLM land on three sides. This is our slice of peaceful existence.

As a child Christopher had experience living near a high voltage transmission line in Wallowa County of
Eastern Oregon. The bleed from those lines (not nearly as large as the one proposed) caused a metal
rail in the barn to be electrified and sparks to jump from it. When we talked to Idaho Power employees
at one time they told us that yes, everything on our farm would need to be grounded because of the
proposed transmission line. They also, at the same time, assured us that the health effects of a nearby
line are “not that bad”. Now I would challenge anyone making this decision to volunteer to be the
neighbors of a health threat that is “not that bad”. In addition they told us that in order to move the
line to the Alternative A or S routes, it would be “harder to get the permits”. Those are direct quotes.
What they were saying to us is that we don’t matter, as long as it is expedient to the process. Well we
do matter!

This transmission line coming right outside our property, or even across it, will result in it being within
1000 feet or less of our home. It will not only threaten our health, our property values, our view shed
and ultimately our legacy to our children, but will affect the wildlife and our animals that live in
proximity to us. Attached please find a map of the proposed route, Map 49, which we have marked to

I157a
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Christopher and Margie Lyon (cont.)I157

I157b  Comment noted.

I157c

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3. The analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations 
with careful consideration of county lands and colocation with existing facilities (including 
transportation facilities).

I157d  Comment noted.

indicate where our current home is and where our proposed home is. Look in the lower right hand
corner to see those mark ups.

The farm is host to a large population of pygmy rabbits, wild turkeys, pheasants, and through the winter
months, about 70 100 head of deer, who come in from BLM because we have an alfalfa field that they
love to winter on. We graze our cattle on the land, and the neighbor grazes his cattle west of our land on
BLM. The cattle will be grazing directly in the transmission line vicinity. There are numerous studies
that show the interference transmission lines have with the habits of animals, and with a goal of raising
healthy cattle for the market we have grave concerns about our ability to promise that. We have
honeybees on our property, allowing a local operator to keep his bees there because we are one of the
few places that doesn’t spray pesticides on our crops. It is a haven, and we are wary that it will be
destroyed. All of these animals and wildlife, as well as the human occupants deserve to be protected
from this line. There is plenty of scientific evidence that proximity to high power transmission lines are
not safe, regardless of what Idaho Power employees like to tell people. We are not scientists who have
the time or luxury to find all the references to health effects of high voltage transmission lines, but Idaho
Power Employees and the Environmental Protection Agency are surely well aware of the dangers.
Unfortunately our future is in the hands of the people who calculate the odds of the impact on our lives
as statistics.

The alternative routes would go further west of our farm and join a right of way already in place with
the existing power line. That power line already has a road and access for it, saving the need to build yet
more roads and destroy more of the land. It just doesn’t make sense, because permits are easier to
obtain, to carve up even more BLM land, building separate access roads and destroying more habitat,
and carve out a new line, rather than joining the existing line. The BLM will look like it has been criss
crossed with transmission lines, instead of keeping some of it in the natural state. With more roads,
come more ATV’s and the drivers who disrespect gates and fences, run over delicate desert plants and
sagebrush and trespass on private land. The view shed of the horizon is also damaged each time a new
route and towers are put in, witness the travesty that is the Boardman Oregon area. Another time we
were told that it is to discourage terrorists from destroying more infrastructure that the lines should be
separated. Again, this is from Idaho Power employees. That is ridiculous, to build duplicate access and
disturb more land with that excuse. We heard no good reasons from Idaho Power on their choice of this
route.

We implore you to choose the alternative routes, to keep the line as far from private property as
possible and destroy less habitat through that wild BLM land, rather than having power transmission
lines everywhere on it. Make less impact on the environment, and don’t ruin our lives and our
neighbor’s lives by bringing it close to farmland.

Christopher and Marie Lyon

Contact information:
878 Coyote Gulch Road
Adrian Oregon 97901

360 301 9617 or 541 714 3045
Marie.lyon@gmail.com
cbeattylyon@gmail.com

I157b

I157c

I157d
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Christopher and Margie Lyon (cont.)I157
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Charles LyonsI158

I158a

 Comment noted. Idaho Power has committed to design features and site-specifi c mitigation 
measures to minimize B2H Project impacts, including spatial and seasonal restrictions for 
wildlife, spatial restrictions for plants, preconstruction surveys for sensitive plants and wildlife, 
avia n-safe design standards, minimizing vegetation clearing, limiting new or improved 
accessibility to sensitive habitat, minimizing slope cutting and fi lling, matching transmission line 
spacing, and using dull-galvanized steel for lattice towers and non-specular conductors.

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 3:43 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: My wife (Dianne B. Gray) and I (Charles Lyons)live near Morgan 

Lake Road, in Segment S-2 (Blue Mountains) of the proposed transmission line route.  
We have lived in this area for more than 25 years. W

Flag Status: Flagged

Charles Lyons <clyons@eou.edu>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103348
My wife (Dianne B. Gray) and I (Charles Lyons)live near Morgan Lake Road, in Segment S 2 (Blue Mountains) of the
proposed transmission line route. We have lived in this area for more than 25 years. We are very concerned about the
impact on wildlife, vegetation, and scenery (visual impact) associated with both the Proposed Route and the Alternate
Route in this area. Recently, a neighbor documented bald eagle nests along the local segment of the proposed route.
Together with the damaging visual impact to those who recreate at Morgan Lake, the ecological impacts of constructing
this line through high quality natural habitat (for raptors, elk, and many other animal and plant species)seems to us to
be untenable. We worry that construction would threaten some endangered species (such as Douglas' Clover), and
introduce many noxious weeds. We question whether the transmission line is still necessary in these days of falling
energy costs, but if it is to be constructed, we favor the Glass Hill alternative route in this area as having the least impact
on Morgan Lake and its surrounding habitat, as long as no permanent road infrastructure is included, and that during
construction efforts be made to minimize habitat impact, perhaps through use of helicopters when possible for setting
towers.

I158a
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Anne MarchI159

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Sunday, January 25, 2015 9:56 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I live in La Grande and am bothered by the idea that the line runs so 

close to a our mountain city park:  Morgan Lake.  This is a lovely place, used by many 
people, and the huge ugly power line going

Anne March <amarch@eoni.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/97352
I live in La Grande and am bothered by the idea that the line runs so close to a our mountain city park: Morgan Lake.
This is a lovely place, used by many people, and the huge ugly power line going by will be an eyesore.

My vote is for you to choose the alternate route that passes farther away from Morgan Lake Park.

For the record, I am totally against this project and feel railroaded by Idaho Power Co. The residents of Oregon will be
paying the price (i.e. having to look at these ugly lines) in order to give residents far away some power. Shame on you as
a company your long term vision should include looking at local options, conservation or controlled and manageable
growth.

Sincerely,

Anne March

300250

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Peter and Verna MarkgrafI160

 I160a

 Comment and route preference noted. Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft 
EIS, collaboration with the counties, and on further discussion between the Applicant and 
landowners, a number of recommended routing options were incorporated into the network of 
alternative routes analyzed for the Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of 
the alternative routes is reported throughout Chapter 3.

I160b

  Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

I160a

I160b
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William and Calesta MarkgrafI161

I161a

 The Applicant relies on the fi ndings and conclusions of public health specialists and 
international scientifi c organizations, such as the World Health Organization (WHO) and the 
International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP), for guidance and 
guidelines regarding EMF. EMF is discussed in greater detail in Section 3.2.18. As identifi ed 
in design features of the Proposed Action (Table 2-7, Design Feature), the Applicant would 
continue to address public health and safety throughout the life of the B2H Project. 

Landowners whose land the project would cross would have an opportunity to negotiate 
compensation with the Applicant.

I161b

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project, Chapter 3 
has been expanded to provide more description of the methods used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach) and to provide more information 
about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on resources 
along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-scale maps is 
provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on the resources 
along all of the alternative routes.

I161c  Baker County Zoning Ordinances have been added to the assessment of impacts on trail 
management.

I161a

I161b

I161c
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William and Calesta Markgraf (cont.)I161

I161d
 Alternative analysis has been revised to include additional routes and variations resulting 
from the Draft EIS comment period. Colocation with existing utilities is given preference where 
feasible.

I161e

 Comments noted. Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration 
with the counties, and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number 
of recommended routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes 
analyzed for the Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative 
routes is reported throughout Chapter 3.

Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project, Chapter 3 
has been expanded to provide more description of the methods used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach) and to provide more information 
about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on resources 
along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-scale maps is 
provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on the resources 
along all of the alternative routes.

I161f  See response to Comment I161b.

I161g  Thank you for your comment.

I161h

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

I161i

 Input fr om the landowner and the impact on property will be carefully considered by Idaho 
Power during fi nal design and engineering, which could include micro-siting of the transmission 
line along the selected route. Idaho Power will negotiate with the owners of real property 
interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal location, they 
are appropriately compensated.

I161j
 The analysis of impacts on agriculture for all alternatives have been revised to include a 
quantitative comparative analysis of important farmland, high-value farmland, irrigated 
farmland, and existing agriculture. Refer to Section 3.2.7.6 for revisions.

I161d

I161e

I161f

I161g

I161h

I161i

I161j
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William and Calesta Markgraf (cont.)I161

I161k

 The environmental justice analysis in Section 3.2.17 has been updated to further discuss how 
transmission lines may affect underserved and at-risk populations. Once the location for the 
transmission line route is identifi ed, Idaho Power will coordinate with property owners to obtain 
rights-of-way through mutual agreements. Idaho Power will negotiate modifi cations to the line’s 
design and the location of towers and access roads and compensate land owners for any 
unavoidable damages.

I161k



ATTACHMENT

B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-291

William and Calesta Markgraf (cont.)I161



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-292

Gary L. MarletteI162



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-293

Gary L. Marlette (cont.)I162

 I162a

 Comment noted. A comparison of impacts on the National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive 
Center resulting from the different alternatives is described in the Final EIS. Additionally, a 
comprehensive mitigation approach was developed to reduce both direct and indirect impacts 
on National Trails including compensatory mitigation as directed by the Department of the 
Interior’s Landscape-Scale Mitigation Strategy.

Please also note that all analysis related to National Historic Trails has been moved to the 
National Historic Trails section (Section 3.2.15), with the exception of BLM-VRM compliance 
related to KOPs that relate to the Trails. Potential impacts to the Baker City area, and the 
scenic byways within the Baker County area, have been included within the Final EIS.

I162b
 Alternative analysis has been revised to include additional routes and variations resulting 
from the Draft EIS comment period. Colocation with existing utilities is given preference where 
feasible.

I162a

I162b
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JoAnn MarletteI163

 I163a

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility of BLM and other 
land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way across lands it 
administers. The most readily available information was used during development of the Draft 
EIS.

I163a
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JoAnn Marlette (cont.)I163
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JoAnn Marlette (cont.)I163

I163b

I163c

I163b

 A comparison of impacts on the National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center resulting 
from the different alternatives is described in the Final EIS. Additionally, a comprehensive 
mitigation approach was developed to reduce both direct and indirect impacts on National 
Trails including compensatory mitigation as directed by the Department of the Interior’s 
Landscape-Scale Mitigation Strategy.

I163c  Comments noted.
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Peter Martin – February 11, 2015 [1]I164

I164c

 I164a

 Comments noted. The Timber Canyon Alternative was re-evaluated for the Final EIS to better 
identify potential impacts associated with this alternative. This route crosses mixed conifer 
forest, which is of particular concern for the Forest Service. The Forest Service expressed 
concern about loss of forested habitat (and associated effects on wildlife habitat and timber 
products). This route would require a forest plan amendment. In addition, this route is 19 
miles longer than other routes in this segment. See Section 2.1.1.3 (Recommended Route-
Variation Options) for further detail.

I164b  Comment noted.

I164c

 Comment noted. Confi dential consultation with Native American tribes with regard to 
traditional cultural properties and other places of tribal concern within the B2H Project area is 
ongoing. Tribal concerns are expressed during these consultation meetings. Many areas of 
tribal signifi cance are located within the B2H Project area and are being addressed in direct 
consultation with the tribes. 

Comment noted. Based on comments received on the Draft EIS, the alternative routes, 
including the Timber Canyon Alternative, have been re-analyzed for the Final EIS. Additional 
data have been compiled and the impacts assessment presented in the Final EIS refl ects 
these data.

1

Pete Martin <pmartin@ieee.org>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/101908
Most of what follows pertains specifically to the so called Timber Canyon alternati and to the e uivalent
alternative routes described by the Flagstaff and Burnt River Mountain alternatives and by the Proposed Action of Idaho
Power Company.

I am in accord with the Agencies' assessment that the Timber Canyon alternative should not be the Environmentally
Preferred Alternative nor the Agency Preferred Alternative, but I have supplementary information and observations
which might augment, or correct, the analysis presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. I will number my
comments so that they may be distinguished as separate points.

1. One may presume, by reference to Fig. 3 15, p. 3 221 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement Chapter 3, that
the Timber Canyon route was conceived primarily to avoid Greater Sage Grouse Priority habitat, by skirting its northern
boundary. Indeed, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement Summary states, The Timber Canyon Alternative was
developed to address effects on Greater Sage Grouse habitat and visual impacts on the National Historic Oregon Trail
Interpretive Center, Oregon National Historic Trail segments, and concerns about visibility of the transmission line from
Baker Valley (p. S 10).
This is a poor basis for development of an alternative route, for two reasons.
First, it is an artless attempt to move something unwanted from an area of known offense to an area of unknown

offense, like sweeping dirt under a rug. I believe there is public and agency consensus that it is preferable to keep
transmission lines as much as possible to existing energy corridors and transportation corridors, rather than to fragment
our remaining relatively unspoiled landscape, breaking new ground in industrial imposition with excursions far afield of
the proposed route.
Second, the edge of the delineated Greater Sage Grouse Priority habitat is practically by definition a transition zone,

and transitions zones tend to be especially rich both in biological diversity and in those almost intangible natural
qualities that are important to the human spirit. In fact the Timber Canyon Alternative route passes directly over the
location of several Vision Quest seats on the east facing rim of Eagle Valley, with inspirational views from the sage
steppe country to the foothill forests to the peaks of the high Wallowas. Details of this last particular follow in my
second point:

2. In Table 2 12, Summary of Effects by Alternative, for the Timber Canyon Alternative (page 2 80), under the column for
Cultural and Historical Resources, there is in the summary No high or moderate magnitudes of impact on historic or
cultural resources. I believe this is an inadequate assessment.
In a letter of 6 November 2012 addressed to Sue Oliver, then Energy Facility Siting analyst, with copies to Holly Orr,

then BLM Project Manager for the Boardman to Hemingway NEPA process, Todd Adams, then Idaho Power Company
Project Manager, Arlene Blumton, Wallowa Whitman National Forest NEPA Coordinator, Greg Jackle, Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife, and Catherine Dickson, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, I
brought to the attention of concerned parties the existence of a number of sites of cultural and historical importance
located practically on the center line of the Timber Canyon alternative route near its Mile Point 35, Sections 19, 20, and
29 of T8S R45E.

I164a

I164b
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Peter Martin – February 11, 2015 [1] (cont.)I164

I164c

I164d

 Comment noted. Only the portions of the alternative routes that cross National Forest land 
are assessed in the Management Indicator Species Report. The indicated portion of the 
Timber Canyon Alternative is outside of National Forest land, but is analyzed in Chapter 3 of 
the EIS.

I164e  Comment noted.

I164f

 Comment noted; An equal amount of analysis has been applied to each of the alternative 
alignments in the Final EIS. Please note that the disclosure of impacts to scenic quality are 
intended to disclose potential impacts to the visual landscape regardless of exact stationary 
or linear viewpoints.

I164g

  Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project, Chapter 
3 has been expanded to provide more description of the methods for used for analyzing 
effects associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach) and to provide more 
information about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts 
on resources along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-
scale maps is provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on 
the resources along all of the alternative routes.

The Final EIS has been updated to include evaluation of existing recreation resources 
(including non-motorized and motorized trails) analysis of potential impacts. See Section 
3.2.8 for further detail. In addition, impact analysis and mitigation measures have been more 
clearly identifi ed and organized to address impacts and mitigation associated with recreation.

2

I believe these cultural resources probably meet the stricter criteria of Historical Property (as explained in Section
3.2.8.1 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, p. 3 737) insofar as they are places of traditional religious and
cultural importance, to the past time inhabitants of this area, and I would maintain, to present time inhabitants,
regardless of blood lineage.
Since the aforementioned letter of November 2012 was written, I have been in communication with archaeologist

William Banek of the Bureau of Land Management St. George Field Office, and he has little doubt that the archaeological
features in question include prayer seats, or Vision Quest sites.
It is worth noting again (as was noted in the aforementioned letter of November 2012) that the land on which these

resources of cultural importance are to be found, and which the Timber Canyon Alternative route bisects, is part of a
690 acre private property that has been managed for the past 22 years as a nature reserve and wildlife refuge, the
ongoing protection and conservation intentions for which having been formalized by the drafting of a conservation
easement.

3. In Appendix F,U.S. Forest Service Management Indicator Species Reports, habitat maps for the American Marten,
Northern Goshawk, and Pileated Woodpecker, for the Timber Canyon Alternative (Figs. 2, 4, and 6), do not include the
eastern part of the Timber Canyon Alternative. For reasons of the often surprising diversity of wildlife found in transition
zones (both with respect to elevation and with respect to watercourses), I don't think it is well to ignore the area of that
eastern part of the Timber Canyon Alternative route.

4. Unreasonable importance is attached to the landscape ruination effect of the proposed transmission line on the
Oregon National Historic Trail, vis à vis the same effect elsewhere, especially since the Oregon Trail represents a mass
migration that led to unprecedented unnatural landscape change in the region.
I knew this area before the National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center was built. It stands as an eyesore on

Flagstaff Hill. A transmission line through Virtue Flat would likewise be an eyesore. It would be unjustifiable to favor
location of a transmission line east or north of the Interpretive Center over location of a transmission line west of the
Interpretive Center solely on the basis of the visual impact to the Interpretive Center.

5. It likewise seems a bit unfair to attach greater importance to the visibility of the transmission line from Baker Valley
than to its visibility from less developed areas. In fact there seems to be more justice in keeping the undesirable
trappings of civilization closer to those areas which, in the final analysis, demand them!
Moreover, it seems a bit artificial or narrow minded to assess the visual impact of the Timber Canyon Alternative in

terms of six Stationary Viewing Platforms and fifteen Linear Viewing Platforms, as if people only drive along roads and
stop at viewpoints. In fact it is increasingly important for our mental well being to be able to get away from it all; there is
essential value in preserving natural landscapes beyond the view of your viewing platforms.

6. In general, I don't think that impacts on recreation are adequately assessed, especially with respect to those routes
(such as that of the Timber Canyon Alternative) that depart from existing energy or transportation corridors and other
developed areas. It is false that The operation and maintenance of the B2H Project would cause minimal disruption to
recreational activities, as stated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement Summary (p. S 21).
As suggested by the roots of the word, Recreation can be more than just having fun. What a secular society calls

recreation may for some be akin to the vision quest of other times or cultures. Ignorance of this view is apparent in the
brief paragraph on Recreation on page S 21 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement Summary, where it is stated:
Direct effects within the 250 foot right of way and indirect effects within the analysis area would be short term (during

the construction period) and limited to those times when construction would occur in the immediate vicinity of specific
recreation areas.
It may be true that people, like rats, can carry on, adapting physically and mentally to an environment fouled by their

own activities, but as an example of poor judgment in the location of a high voltage electrical power transmission line, I
would point to the unfortunate imposition of such a line down the valley of the Imnaha River, almost indisputably an
area of high Recreational value in the broader sense of the word.
Suffice it to say that Recreation is not just what people do at specific recreation areas, and the quality of recreation can

be very much adversely affected for a very long time by the presence of a 500 kV transmission where there hadn't been
one before.

I164d

I164e

I164f

I164g
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I164h
  Short and long term impacts have been clarifi ed in the Final EIS (refer to Chapter 2, Section 
2.5.1).

The text in Section 3.2.6.6 has been edited for clarity.

1

Pete Martin <pmartin@ieee.org>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/101908
Most of what follows pertains specifically to the so called Timber Canyon alternati and to the e uivalent
alternative routes described by the Flagstaff and Burnt River Mountain alternatives and by the Proposed Action of Idaho
Power Company.

I am in accord with the Agencies' assessment that the Timber Canyon alternative should not be the Environmentally
Preferred Alternative nor the Agency Preferred Alternative, but I have supplementary information and observations
which might augment, or correct, the analysis presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. I will number my
comments so that they may be distinguished as separate points.

1. One may presume, by reference to Fig. 3 15, p. 3 221 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement Chapter 3, that
the Timber Canyon route was conceived primarily to avoid Greater Sage Grouse Priority habitat, by skirting its northern
boundary. Indeed, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement Summary states, The Timber Canyon Alternative was
developed to address effects on Greater Sage Grouse habitat and visual impacts on the National Historic Oregon Trail
Interpretive Center, Oregon National Historic Trail segments, and concerns about visibility of the transmission line from
Baker Valley (p. S 10).
This is a poor basis for development of an alternative route, for two reasons.
First, it is an artless attempt to move something unwanted from an area of known offense to an area of unknown

offense, like sweeping dirt under a rug. I believe there is public and agency consensus that it is preferable to keep
transmission lines as much as possible to existing energy corridors and transportation corridors, rather than to fragment
our remaining relatively unspoiled landscape, breaking new ground in industrial imposition with excursions far afield of
the proposed route.
Second, the edge of the delineated Greater Sage Grouse Priority habitat is practically by definition a transition zone,

and transitions zones tend to be especially rich both in biological diversity and in those almost intangible natural
qualities that are important to the human spirit. In fact the Timber Canyon Alternative route passes directly over the
location of several Vision Quest seats on the east facing rim of Eagle Valley, with inspirational views from the sage
steppe country to the foothill forests to the peaks of the high Wallowas. Details of this last particular follow in my
second point:

2. In Table 2 12, Summary of Effects by Alternative, for the Timber Canyon Alternative (page 2 80), under the column for
Cultural and Historical Resources, there is in the summary No high or moderate magnitudes of impact on historic or
cultural resources. I believe this is an inadequate assessment.
In a letter of 6 November 2012 addressed to Sue Oliver, then Energy Facility Siting analyst, with copies to Holly Orr,

then BLM Project Manager for the Boardman to Hemingway NEPA process, Todd Adams, then Idaho Power Company
Project Manager, Arlene Blumton, Wallowa Whitman National Forest NEPA Coordinator, Greg Jackle, Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife, and Catherine Dickson, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, I
brought to the attention of concerned parties the existence of a number of sites of cultural and historical importance
located practically on the center line of the Timber Canyon alternative route near its Mile Point 35, Sections 19, 20, and
29 of T8S R45E.

I164h
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 I165a  The BLM understands the Applicant considered a range of technologies for high-voltage 
transmission and considers the project description to refl ect the best available technologies.

I165b

 In general, burying a transmission line would have greater environmental effects (e.g., impacts 
on Greater Sage-Grouse habitat; agriculture). The BLM understands the Applicant considered 
a range of technologies for high-voltage transmission and considers the project description to 
refl ect the best available technologies. Undergrounding the transmission line was considered 
and eliminated, as explained in Section 2.5.4.1 of the Final EIS. 

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 11, 2015 9:58 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: 4528: New Communication: In addition to comments that I offered pertaining mostly to the 

Timber Canyon Alternative, I would like to offer the following more general comments:  1. The 
amount of concerted effo

Flag Status: Flagged

Pete Martin <pmartin@ieee.org>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/101909
In addition to comments that I offered pertaining mostly to the Timber Canyon Alternative, I would like to offer the
following more general comments:

1. The amount of concerted effort that went into this Draft Environmental Impact Statement is impressive, and I
appreciate the high level of competence and dedication of those who contributed to it. I hope you can understand that
much adverse reaction on the part of the public comes because many who have not been playing by the rules of the
game for the past seven years would like to think outside the box of certain preconceived alternatives that have been
distilled from the NEPA process to date.
It is not unreasonable to take any public comment period as an opportunity to re question the foundation of the

proposed action. In particular, referring to Section 2.4, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis, p.
2 66 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, just as radical amendments of Management Plans, Visual Quality
Objectives, and the like are entertained in developing alternatives, in spite of the fact that Section 6.6.3 of BLM NEPA
Handbook H 1790 1 (2008) provides that a suggested alternative to a proposed action may be considered but eliminated
from detailed analysis if...it is inconsistent with the basic policy objectives for the management of the area, so then
likewise it should be appropriate to advance No Build alternatives that entertain amendments to those directives that
ostensibly compel Idaho Power Company to meet ever increasing projected demands for power.
Idaho Power Company can only come out ahead (financially) in this game, but if the public, via regulatory agencies, has

created an untenable situation for itself by the directives that govern Idaho Power's actions, then it is incumbent upon
the public, via the NEPA coordinating agency, to develop an alternative that calls for amendment of these untenable
directives.

2. For the thorough consideration of certain alternatives that have been eliminated, Idaho Power Company should not
be the sole technical consultant.
Section 2.4.2.2, Use of High Voltage Direct Current rather than Alternating Current (p. 2 68, under Alternatives

Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis) is inadequate. High Voltage DC is the favored power transmission
technology for long distances in connection with offshore wind power installations with which I am familiar in the North
Sea, because there is less loss than for High Voltage AC. There is no reason that The use of direct current transmission
would not provide the regional transmission connectivity IPC needs. The claim that this alternative was considered but
eliminated from detailed analysis because it is ineffective in meeting IPCs purposes for proposing the B2H Project is
unsupported. Section 3.2.12, Public Health and Safety (beginning at p. 3 953 of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement) should include analysis for High Voltage DC power transmission in all sections covering Electrical
Environment.
In Section 2.4.2.3, Bury the Transmission Line, it is stated:

Because of the high cost of an underground line compared to overhead 500 kV lines, unproven technology over long
distances for 500 kV, reliability and reactive compensation issues for long installations, and increased land disturbance,
the alternative of placing the 500 kV line underground is considered technically infeasible for the B2H Project,
This also is technically unconvincing. I believe the Prysmian Powerlink company has 500 kV capacity cables that have

been buried at 2 meter depth for distances of the order of 100 miles. With regard to cited reactive compensation issues
for long installations, ironically with respect to Idaho Power Company's dismissal of High Voltage DC as the favored

I165a

I165b
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power transmission technology for long distances, there are no reactive compensation issues for DC power
transmission.

Thanking you again for your consideration,

Pete Martin

I165b
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Nathan MarvinI166

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Friday, January 23, 2015 10:43 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: After attending the public meeting in Ontario,Oregon, I am in favor of 

the B to H Transmission project. I would prefer not to see the route be built through forested 
ground.

Nathan Marvin <nathan@ruralnetwork.net>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/97294
After attending the public meeting in Ontario,Oregon, I am in favor of the B to H Transmission project. I would prefer not
to see the route be built through forested ground.

300251

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Dorothy MasonI167

I167a I167a

 Comment noted. Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration 
with the counties, and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number 
of recommended routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes 
analyzed for the Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Consideration of ACEC 
boundaries, special management areas, recreation areas and other sensitive resources was 
considered in this effort. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported throughout Chapter 3. 

Potential impacts on sagebrush communities relevant to the proposed Magpie Peak ACEC 
have been included in effects analysis on wildlife.

I167b

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

I167c  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Monday, January 12, 2015 2:47 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: 1- Route near Magpie Peak, north of the Interpretive Center: This BLM 

land was evaluated for consideration as an ACEC in the draft RMP. It was proposed by 
Oregon Heritage folks and supported by BLM st

Dorothy Mason <dbmason@eoni.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/96867
1 Route near Magpie Peak, north of the Interpretive Center: This BLM land was evaluated for consideration as an ACEC
in the draft RMP. It was proposed by Oregon Heritage folks and supported by BLM staff in Baker Resource Area. It is a
remnant high quality site for Fringe Sage. The proposed power line should not be allowed to disturb this area. If it can be
suspended over the plants with NO ACCESS roads to disturb the vegetation that would be OK.

However, this route also appears to conflict with habitat for sage grouse, therefore this route should be considered for
moving closer to highway 84.

2. The Alternative route in Baker valley should be used instead of the route through Virtue Flat because it avoids sage
grouse conflicts and the proposed ACEC for Virtue Flat. It is also the BLM preferred.

3 Use the Glass Hill Alternate Route further west from Morgan Lake. This would avoid the Oregon Trail route better and
make the line less visible from Morgan Lake recreation users.

I167b

I167c
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Paul MasseeI168

I168a  I168a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 15, 2015 2:59 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Once historic trail ruts or remnants are gone they will never reappear. 

Opening a clearing to pristine trails invites ATV and 4-wheel drive vehicles to further damage 
the trail.  We are trying to pres

Paul Massee <pcmassee@comcast.net>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103048
Once historic trail ruts or remnants are gone they will never reappear. Opening a clearing to pristine trails invites ATV
and 4 wheel drive vehicles to further damage the trail. We are trying to preserve a heritage, not destroy one. Please
give consideration to what remains of the Oregon Trail.
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Michael McAllisterI169

 I169a

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project. Chapter 3 has 
been expanded to provide more description of the methods for used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach). Chapter 3 also provides more 
information about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts 
on resources along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-
scale maps is provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on 
the resources along all of the alternative routes.

I169a
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I169b

 Comment noted. The BLM believes the analysis of the No Action meets the CEQ guidelines.

It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility of BLM and 
other land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way across 
lands it administers.

I169c

 Comment noted. Potential impacts to elk are analyzed in Section 3.2.4.5. 

The Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c mitigation measures 
to minimize potential impacts to elk and other wildlife, including seasonal and spatial 
restrictions, reducing the transmission line corona, limiting new or improved access 
in sensitive habitat, and a Plan of Development that includes a Biological Resources 
Conservation Plan.

I169d

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

I169b

I169c

I169d
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I169e  See response to Comment I169c.

I169f  See response to Comment I169d.

I169g

  The Final EIS has been updated to include evaluation of existing recreation and wildlife 
resources and analysis of potential impacts. See Sections 3.2.4 and 3.2.8 for further detail. 
In addition, impact analysis and mitigation measures have been more clearly identifi ed and 
organized to address impacts and mitigation associated with recreation.

I169d

I169e

I169f

I169g
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Michael McAllister (cont.)I169

I169h   Comment noted. I169h
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Michael McAllister (cont.)I169
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Pat and Sue McCarthyI170

 I170a

 Comment noted. The analysis for the Final EIS has been revised to include the number of 
raptor nests within 0.5 and 5 miles of all alternative routes. As described in Section 3.2.4.5 
in the Final EIS, the Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c mitigation 
measures to minimize impacts to raptors including spatial and seasonal restrictions for nesting 
raptors, a Plan of Development that includes a Biological Resources Conservation Plan, 
limiting new or improved accessibility to sensitive habitat, and avian-safe design standards.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Sue McCarthy <suemc@eoni.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 15, 2015 11:08 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: website comment

Our property is adjacent to Morgan Lake State Game Refuge. We spend a good deal of time enjoying the scenery and
wildlife. We are the people responsible for reporting the GPS coordinates of an active bald eagle next that is within a
half mile of the proposed route. We are in favor of the no action alternative. Review of current information and
situations is needed. It has been many years since this project was initiated and current needs and wants of the ares
have changed. Energy cost and production have changed. Significant environmental awareness has increased.

We are aware of the Federal Governments stand on protection of the bald eagle and believe the proposed route
between mile 113 and 112 is within a half mile of the breeding area of bald eagles. We have observed both adult and
juvenile in the area on a regular bases. We have also observed many other wildlife including brown bear, cougar, bob
cat, osprey, grey heron, kit fox, elk, owls including the pigmy and great horned owl, multiple kinds of ducks and coots, as
well as many smaller birds including various wood peckers. There has even been a moose recorded on motion camera.
The alternative route may benefit the bald eagles, but not the other many diverse wildlife. We believe the no action
alternative best cares for our most precious commodity.

Thank you for considering our concerns,
Pat and Sue McCarthy

I170a

I170b I170b  Comment noted.
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Sue McCarthyI171

I171a  I171a

 Comment noted. The analysis for the Final EIS has been revised to include the number of 
raptor nests within 0.5 and 5 miles of all alternative routes. As described in Section 3.2.4.5 
in the Final EIS, the Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c mitigation 
measures to minimize impacts to raptors including spatial and seasonal restrictions for nesting 
raptors, a Plan of Development that includes a Biological Resources Conservation Plan, 
limiting new or improved accessibility to sensitive habitat, and avian-safe design standards.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 9:21 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: There is a bald eagle nest located on the distant side of Little Morgan 

Lake, also called Twin Lake. A pair of eagles have nested there over the past few years. Last 
spring I observed at least one eag

Sue McCarthy <suemc@eoni.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/96723
There is a bald eagle nest located on the distant side of Little Morgan Lake, also called Twin Lake. A pair of eagles have
nested there over the past few years. Last spring I observed at least one eagle offspring. I fear a power line close to this
nest, including the construction around that area would be detrimental to this nesting area. I urge you to investigate this
concern. thanks, sue mccarthy
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Mary McCracken – December 27, 2014I172

I172a  I172a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Saturday, December 27, 2014 2:20 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: As a union county resident I often visit Morgan Lake just west of 

Lagrande.  It is a lovely spot for enjoying nature just minutes from town.  The transmission 
lines should not be sited close to this l

mary mccracken <mcmcc@eoni.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/96529
As a union county resident I often visit Morgan Lake just west of Lagrande. It is a lovely spot for enjoying nature just
minutes from town. The transmission lines should not be sited close to this lovely local resource. The old Oregon Trail
also passes through La Grande. It would be nice to stay as far removed to that historic relic as possible. I frequently
take out of state visitors to the Baker Oregon Trail center. I understand that one of the site plans would run very close
to that site as well. BAD IDEA!

mary mccracken
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Mary McCracken – March 6, 2015I173

 I173a

 Comments noted. Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration 
with the counties, and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number 
of recommended routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes 
analyzed for the Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative 
routes is reported throughout Chapter 3.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Mary McCracken <mcmcc@eoni.com>
Sent: Friday, March 06, 2015 12:27 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: BeH Project

As far as locating the line, I'd ask that it not be near Morgan Lake area since that is one of the only open public spaces
for people from La Grande area to 'get away'. Lots of walkers and fisherman. I think the presence of the lines would be
a real detriment. Closer to the freeway might be better. Quiet spaces with little evidence of human construction are
becoming more and more difficult to find and should be preserved.

mary mccracken
la grande walkier and birder

I173a
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Mary McCracken – March 11, 2015I174

I174a  I174a

 Comment noted. It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and 
objectives for a proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects 
proposed by the Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility 
of BLM and other land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way 
across lands it administers.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 8:32 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: My chief concern is about habitat and the other species trying to 

coexist with humanity.  therefore my primary concern is for you to take the least disruptive 
route.  Common sense says to use the exis

mary mccracken <mcmcc@eoni.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102812
My chief concern is about habitat and the other species trying to coexist with humanity. therefore my primary concern
is for you to take the least disruptive route. Common sense says to use the existing routes but I understand those
alternatives have been deemed unacceptable due to Oregon Trail protection and not mixing electricity and gas.

That being said I strongly suggest no action until the fast advances and changes in energy delivery that are now
happening have been fully considered. transmitting energy over long distances from central points seems foolish.
Localizing renewable energy sources makes most sense.

If the project does continue, I suggest the alternate Glass Hill Road route as least disruptive.

mary mccracken
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Phyllis McGarryI175

 I175a  Comment noted.I175a
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Mike McGinnisI176

I176a  I176a  Comment noted.

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 7:09 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I think that the agency preferred route is the best way for the 

line to go.  I live in Medical Springs and the NEPA alternative route would be very 
detrimental to this area.  It would greatly impact o

Flag Status: Flagged

Mike McGinnis <>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103270
I think that the agency preferred route is the best way for the line to go. I live in Medical Springs and the NEPA
alternative route would be very detrimental to this area. It would greatly impact our watershed, making it even harder
to be able to irrigate our property properly, and affecting stockwater. It would interfere with wildlife (deer and elk)
migration, summer and winter habitat. It would affect cattle grazing and weight gain on private property and forest and
BLM permits. And it would be an eyesore, which would reduce property values.

Sincerely,
Mike McGinnis
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Nicky McGinnisI177

 I177a  Comment noted.

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 7:11 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: To whom it may concern, I feel that the agency preferred route is 

the best way for the line to go.  I live in Medical Springs and the NEPA alternative route 
would be very detrimental to this

Flag Status: Flagged

Nicky McGinnis <>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103271
To whom it may concern,
I feel that the agency preferred route is the best way for the line to go. I live in Medical Springs and the NEPA alternative
route would be very detrimental to this area. It would greatly impact our watershed, making it even harder to be able to
irrigate our property properly, and affecting stockwater. It would interfere with wildlife (deer and elk) migration,
summer and winter habitat. It would affect cattle grazing and weight gain on private property and forest and BLM
permits. And it would be an eyesore, which would reduce property values.

Sincerely,
Nicky McGinnis

I177a
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Michael McGourtyI178

 I178a

 The analysis of impacts on agriculture for the alternatives routes in the Final EIS includes a 
quantitative analysis of important farmland, high-value soils, irrigated farmland, and existing 
agriculture. Refer to Section 3.2.7. This discusses both impacts to aerial spraying and the use 
of GPS in agriculture.

I178b  Comment noted.I178b

I178a
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Michael McGourty (cont.)I178
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Patrick McGourtyI179

 I179a  Comment noted.I179a
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Paige McKagueI180

I180a  I180a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2015 11:29 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: As an Idaho resident as well as an Idaho Power customer,  I do not 

agree with the B2H project. This project will destroy so many family's homes, land, and 
traditions. One family I would hate to se

Paige Mckague <mckague7@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102971
As an Idaho resident as well as an Idaho Power customer, I do not agree with the B2H project. This project will destroy
so many family's homes, land, and traditions. One family I would hate to see this happen to is the Bailey family from
Pilot Rock, OR. Shana Anderson Bailey grew up in McKay Creek and is now raising a beautiful family there. Anderson
Livestock started in that location, as well as Bailey Performance Horses and Shana Bailey Photography. B2H will put
those businesses in jeopardy after they worked so hard for so many years to become successful. Shana's children will
not be able to run around THEIR FAMILY OWNED LAND with construction going on as well as having power lines
surrounding them. Idaho Power is a major company and doesn't seem to care about small businesses and families. All
they care about is making money which is sickening to me. I say NO to B2H and say, GO BACK TO THE DRAWING BOARD.
Find a plan that will not jeporodize numerous businesses, homes, and family traditions. Do the right thing.
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Robert McKimI181
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Robert McKim (cont.)I181

 I181a

 Comment noted. Potential impacts of the B2H Project on Greater Sage-Grouse, including 
increased predation from raptors, are analyzed in Section 3.2.4.5. 

The Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c mitigation measure to 
minimize potential impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse including preconstruction surveys, 
seasonal and spatial restrictions for sensitive periods and habitat, avian-safe design, and 
raptor perch deterrents.

I181b  Comment noted.

I181c

 Comments noted. Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration 
with the counties, and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a 
number of recommended routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative 
routes analyzed for the Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the 
alternative routes is reported throughout Chapter 3.

I181d  Comment noted.

I181e  Comment noted.

I181a

I181b

I181c

I181d

I181e
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Ann MehaffyI182

 I182a  Comment noted.

I182b  Comments noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 2:27 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: 3/16/2015  B2H Transmission Line Project PO Box 655 Vale, OR 

97919  Re: DEIS Comments  1.Cultural Impact One of our nat

Ann Mehaffy <mehaffya@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103091
3/16/2015

B2H Transmission Line Project
PO Box 655
Vale, OR 97919

Re: DEIS Comments

1.Cultural Impact
One of our nations richest history stories is that of the great migration of the Oregon Trail. From 1843 to 1869, over
500,000 people migrated along this 2200 mile overland route to settle in the West. Baker County has one of the most
visible and defined 15 mile stretches of wagon train ruts along that 2200 mile route. One can well imagine that the ruts
would be well protected as a Historic Landmark and National Treasure; protected from damage or harm of any nature.
The proposed high voltage transmission line towers will be a huge detriment to the National Historic Oregon Trail
Interpretive Center, the extant Oregon Trail ruts, and the accompanying view sheds.

2.Economic Impact
Our Baker Valley and the surrounding hills and mountains are well known for their pristine beauty and uniqueness as
preserved culture, history, and lifestyle, as well as endless recreational potential. The Baker County Economic
Development Strategic Plan 2014 targeted tourism as having one of the greatest potentials for charging the economy
and assisting in quality growth. Visitors already show their great appreciation of our valley and county by infusing our
local economy with their tourist dollars. The greatest appeal for traveling tourists is: the historical context of Baker City
and surrounding towns within the County, the survival of the built environment, the Oregon Trail Interpretive Center
and the ruts, and the uncluttered beauty of our natural environment.
Additionally, important ranch and farm land will be destroyed in the process of building and maintaining the proposed
towers, adversely affecting the local economy and the families who run farms and ranches.

3.Responsibility of BLM
Agency Role and Responsibility

As described in the B2H website: Idaho Power has submitted applications to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM),
U.S. Forest Service (USFS), U.S. Department of Navy and the Bureau of Reclamation to obtain authorization for the
Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project (B2H Project) to cross the lands they manage. These agencies are
obligated to review and make decisions on Idaho Powers applications.

Because these decisions may have significant environmental effects, an environmental impact statement (EIS) is being
prepared, consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). BLM is the lead federal agency for NEPA
compliance and will coordinate the analysis for all the federal agencies.

Bureau of Land Management (BLM) BLM is responsible for carrying out a variety of programs for the management and
conservation of resources on 258 million acres. BLM manages multiple resources and uses, including energy and

I182a

I182b
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Ann Mehaffy (cont.)I182

I182c  Comment noted.

2

minerals, timber, forage, recreation, wild horse and burro herds, fish and wildlife habitat, wilderness areas, and
archaeological, paleontological and historical sites."

Has BLM placed a high enough value on the Baker County land it manages? Is it managing the truly significant historic
Oregon Trail site and is it protecting the people and animals that inhabit this land? Is BLM adhering to its mission
statement?

BLMs Mission Statement is: It is the mission of the Bureau of Land Management to sustain the health, diversity, and
productivity of the public lands for the use and enjoyment of present and future generations.

Ann Mehaffy
3245 Elm Street
Baker City OR 97814
541 524 0941

I182c
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Baker MerlynI183

 I183a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Friday, January 16, 2015 9:43 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: As a resident of the Morgan Lake area I would like to encourage you to 

use the alternative route.  Setting the power lines back from the lake would be respectful to 
the community, residents and users

Baker Merlyn <merlyn@merlynsmystic.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/97025
As a resident of the Morgan Lake area I would like to encourage you to use the alternative route. Setting the power
lines back from the lake would be respectful to the community, residents and users of this area. This encouragement
stands alone and is outside of your responsibilities to avoiding disruption of habitat. It is clear that no matter where you
put the lines some habitat will be disrupted. Man can not expand with out taking over habitat of other life or vice versa.
It would be, on the other hand, unfortunate for you to ignore specific endangered or protected habitat when an
alternative was easily available. Thank you for this process to share our feelings about your expansion.

I183a
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John MilbertI184

 I184a

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility of BLM and other 
land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way across lands it 
administers. The most readily available information was used during development of the Draft 
EIS.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 17, 2015 3:23 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: The DEIS is, like the proposed project itself, a flagrant waste of 

resources, and an insult to any reasonably intelligent individual. The sheer mass of verbiage 
is intended to obfuscate any meaningful

John Milbert <jmfisherman9@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103171
The DEIS is, like the proposed project itself, a flagrant waste of resources, and an insult to any reasonably intelligent
individual. The sheer mass of verbiage is intended to obfuscate any meaningful information which might be contained
therein.

First: As Newton's Third Law (not theory) states, "For EVERY action, there is an equal, and opposite, reaction". EVERY
phase of this project, for the life of the project, will carry negative consequences. "Mitigating measures" will only slightly
lessen, not eliminate, these consequences. That is basic science.

Second: The DEIS not only fails to properly address conservation, it blatantly dismisses the need for conservation and
conservation education with the observation that Idaho Power already supports conservation. The entire US power
industry "supports" conservation with an absolute minimum of lip service. Idaho Power, like all other utility companies,
is dedicated to generating revenue, period. In their view, actually promoting reduced consumption would be
counterproductive. To dismiss conservation is to dismiss any pretense of an objective consideration of environmental
factors. Conservation is a foundational cornerstone of any environmental policy. It should be one of the first, and key,
considerations. Dismissing it out of hand shows only contempt for environmental considerations, and makes the DEIS a
joke.

Third: As noted in numerous studies, including the 6th Northwest Power Overview, a true need for this project has yet
to be satisfactorily demonstrated, and the technology will be essentially obsolete by the time the project is completed.
In other words, this is a giant boondoggle, benefitting only Idaho Power stockholders. As such, it will be an
environmental disaster.

I184a
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Jenny MillerI185

 I185a

 Comments noted. Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration 
with the counties, and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number 
of recommended routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes 
analyzed for the Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative 
routes is reported throughout Chapter 3.

I185b  Comment noted.

I185c  Comment noted.

I185a

I185b

I185c
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Jenny Miller (cont.)I185

I185d  Comment noted.I185d
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Marie MillerI186

I186a  I186a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Saturday, March 14, 2015 12:17 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: This plan takes way too much private land.  Peoples lives should not be 

destroyed for the convenience of big power companies. Please make them come up with a 
better plan!

Marie Miller <mmiller@uidaho.edu>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103035
This plan takes way too much private land. Peoples lives should not be destroyed for the convenience of big power
companies. Please make them come up with a better plan!
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Mary MillerI187
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Mary Miller (cont.)I187

 I187a

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility of BLM and other 
land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way across lands it 
administers. The most readily available information was used during development of the Draft 
EIS.

The Applicant’s 2015 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), a long-term resource planning study, 
recently reaffi rmed that the B2H Project is essential to serving future growth in customer 
demand. Previous IRPs also identifi ed the need for this transmission line project, going back 
to the 2006 IRP. The 2015 IRP indicates the need of the B2H Project remains strong. When 
fi nished, the B2H Project would help provide low-cost energy to the Applicant’s customers 
in southern Idaho and eastern Oregon. The B2H Project also will interconnect with existing 
transmission systems owned by B2H Project partners Pacifi Corp and the Bonneville Power 
Administration, allowing greater amounts of electricity to move throughout the Pacifi c 
Northwest. This helps meet a regional need and provides benefi ts to the entire area, much 
of which is served, directly or indirectly, by those two providers. In addition, the B2H Project 
allows the Applicant to serve its growing load without building carbon-emitting resource.

I187b  Comment noted. Proposed plan amendments are discussed in Section 3.4.

I187c  Comment noted. See response to Comment I187b.

I187a

I187b

I187c
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Mary Miller (cont.)I187

I187d  Comment noted.

I187e  Comment noted.

I187c

I187d

I187e
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Mary Miller (cont.)I187

I187f  Comment noted.

I187g  Comment noted.

I187h  Comments noted. 

I187i

 Comment noted. Potential impacts of the B2H Project on Greater Sage-Grouse, including 
increase predation from raptors, are analyzed in Section 3.2.4.5. 

The Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c mitigation measure to 
minimize potential impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse including preconstruction surveys, 
seasonal and spatial restrictions for sensitive periods and habitat, avian-safe design, raptor 
perch deterrents ; minimization of vegetation removal; and a Plan of Development that 
includes a Biological Resources Conservation Plan, a Reclamation, Revegetation, and 
Monitoring Framework Plan, and a Noxious Weed Management Plan. The B2H Project will be 
designed, sited, and implemented to adhere to a mitigation hierarchy that will result in a net 
conservation gain for Greater Sage-Grouse.

I187e

I187f

I187g

I187h

I187i
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Mary Miller (cont.)I187

I187j

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project. Chapter 3 has 
been expanded to provide more description of the methods for used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach). Chapter 3 also provides more 
information about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on 
resources along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-scale 
maps is provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on the 
resources along all of the alternative routes.

Multiple revisions have been made to the Visual Resources section (Section 3.2.12) of the 
Final EIS. These revisions are aimed at addressing issues such as those raised in your 
comment. In particular, the methodology has been expanded to provide an overview of the 
analysis methods and techniques used, and an explanation of each of the revised tables has 
been added. These tables are also more concise, with all environmental factors considered in 
a qualitative manner for the analysis.

I187k  Comments noted.

I187i

I187j

I187k
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Lynn MiracleI188

 I188a

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties and 
their constituents occurred, resulting in a number of recommended routing variations/options, 
which were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the Final EIS. Refer 
to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported throughout Chapter 
3.

The analysis of impacts on irrigated agriculture for all alternatives in the Final EIS is included in 
Section 3.2.7.

I188b

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2015 4:27 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I am a graduate student at Boise State University in the Public 

Administration program.   I worked on a project analyzing the three alternatives in the DEIS - 
Horn Butte Alternative, the Long

Lynn Miracle <miracle.lynn@yahoo.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103004
I am a graduate student at Boise State University in the Public Administration program.
I worked on a project analyzing the three alternatives in the DEIS Horn Butte Alternative, the Longhorn East
Alternative, and the Longhorn Variation Alternative south of Boardman, Oregon.

The Horn Butte Alternative isn't viable since the Cascade Crossing power line by canceled by Pacific Gas and Electric.
The Boardman to Slatt 500 KV power line that goes through that area does not have the additional capacity to carry the
lard from the B2H line. Routing the line north to the Bardman power corridor would cause more impacts to agricultural
land and cost the rate payers of the Idaho Power Company a lot of needless money.

The Longhorn East Alternative is not viable because the route would go through two daries and a tree farm. The Navy
opposes this route because it would be another obstruction in the Military Operating Airspace (MOA). This route would
be a very expensive route for the Idaho Power rate payers and cause needless impacts on the agricultural operations in
the area.

The Longhorn Variation Alternative is the best route. It is the most direct and the most cost effective route. The route
follows Bombing Range road which is the dividing line between the agricultural land on the East and the Navy's
Boardman Weapons System Training Range (WSTR) on the West. The DEIS analyses the East side of the road. It doesn't
consider the West side of the road on the Boardman WSTR. The East side of the road would cause undue impacts on the
agricultural operations. Umatilla Power had a prescriptive easement of 60 feet within the Morrow County Road right of
way for a existing 12.47 KV power line. The B2H line would need an additional 150 to 210 foot easement in addition to
the Umatella easement. Due to the limitations of the 100 foot avigation easement which result in more poles for the
B2H line the power line would have many adverse impacts of on the irrigation systems in the agricultural lands.

If the B2H power line would replace the existing BPA 69 KV line on the Boardman WSTR, it would only need an
additional 60 feet more of easement from the Navy. The BPA line can be rerouted along the county roads to its
destination in Iona. This route would have the least NEPA impacts. It would have the least impact to the Navy since it is
replacing a 100 foot AGL power line with another 100 foot AGL power line. It would have the least impact on
agricultural operations.

I know the Navy opposes the B2H power line on the Boardman WSTR. I read their 2012 EIS. It lists the West side of
Bombing Range Road as a "Utilities Corridor." I emailed the Navy to inquire about the operational concerns in that area.
They failed to respond to my email or phone call. From what I can gather from existing Navy documents, the only
operation concern would be the training program for drone aircraft. Since the B2H power line would be on the extreme
eastern boundary and it would be replacing an existing power line I cannot foresee any additional operational impacts
to the Navy's training programs.

Siting the B2H power line along the West side of Bombing Range road on the Boardman WSTR is the best alternative for
Idaho Power rate payers, Morrow County agriculture, and even the Navy.

I188a

I188b
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William and Kathleen MitchellI189

 I189a  Comment noted.

I189b

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project, Chapter 3 
has been expanded to provide more description of the methods used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach) and to provide more information 
about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on resources 
along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-scale maps is 
provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on the resources 
along all of the alternative routes.

I189a

I189b
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William and Kathleen Mitchell (cont.)I189

I189c

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility of BLM and other 
land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way across lands it 
administers. 

The Applicant’s 2015 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), a long-term resource planning study, 
recently reaffi rmed that the B2H Project is essential to serving future growth in customer 
demand. Previous IRPs also identifi ed the need for this transmission line project, going back 
to the 2006 IRP. The 2015 IRP indicates the need of the B2H Project remains strong. When 
fi nished, the B2H Project would help provide low-cost energy to the Applicant’s customers 
in southern Idaho and eastern Oregon. The B2H Project also will interconnect with existing 
transmission systems owned by B2H Project partners Pacifi Corp and the Bonneville Power 
Administration, allowing greater amounts of electricity to move throughout the Pacifi c 
Northwest. This helps meet a regional need and provides benefi ts to the entire area, much 
of which is served, directly or indirectly, by those two providers. In addition, the B2H Project 
allows the Applicant to serve its growing load without building carbon-emitting resource.

I189d

 A comparison of impacts on the National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center associated 
with the alternative routes is described in the Final EIS. Additionally, a comprehensive 
mitigation approach was developed to reduce both direct and indirect impacts on National 
Trails including compensatory mitigation as directed by the Department of the Interior’s 
Landscape-Scale Mitigation Strategy.

I189e
 Alternative analysis has been revised to include additional routes and variations resulting 
from the Draft EIS comment period. Colocation with existing utilities is given preference where 
feasible.

I189c

I189d

I189e
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David and Maxine MoodyI190

 I190a

 The Final EIS has been updated to include evaluation of fi re management in the B2H Project 
Area, see Section 3.2.6 for further detail. In addition, impact analysis and mitigation measures 
have been more clearly identifi ed and organized to address impact and mitigation associated 
with revegetation.

I190b  Comment noted. 

I190c  Comment noted.

I190a

I190b

I190c
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David and Maxine Moody (cont.)I190
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David and Maxine Moody (cont.)I190
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David and Maxine Moody (cont.)I190
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David and Maxine Moody (cont.)I190
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David and Maxine Moody (cont.)I190
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David MoodyI191

 I191a

 Comment noted. Potential impacts of the B2H Project on Greater Sage-Grouse, including 
increase predation from raptors, are analyzed in Section 3.2.4.5. 

The Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c mitigation measure to 
minimize potential impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse including preconstruction surveys, 
seasonal and spatial restrictions for sensitive periods and habitat, avian-safe design, raptor 
perch deterrents ; minimization of vegetation removal; and a Plan of Development that 
includes a Biological Resources Conservation Plan, a Reclamation, Revegetation, and 
Monitoring Framework Plan, and a Noxious Weed Management Plan. The B2H Project will 
be designed, sited, and implemented to adhere to a mitigation hierarchy that will result in a 
net conservation gain for Greater Sage-Grouse.

I191b

 Comment noted. As described in Section 3.2.4.5, the Applicant has committed to design 
features and site-specifi c mitigation measures designed to minimize anticipated B2H Project 
effects to sensitive bird species, such as fl ight diverters and perch deterrents, preconstruction 
surveys, seasonal and spatial restrictions, and limited new or improved accessibility to 
sensitive habitat.

I191c

 As part of the B2H Project description, the Applicant has committed to several mitigation 
measures reducing erosion and controlling noxious weeds (refer to Table 2-7 and Table 
2-13). These include the control of noxious weeds on private land with written consent from 
the landowner.

I191d   Comment noted.

I191a

I191b

I191c

I191d
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Michael and Barbara MoreheadI192

 I192a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 1:59 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: We grew up on McKay Creek in Pilot Rock and have raised cattle, 

grown feed for them; grown crops, made our living from that land. It sickens us to see what 
devastation you are going to bring into our

Mike Barbara Mo ehea <babyboomer50@wtechlink.us>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102918
We grew up on McKay Creek in Pilot Rock and have raised cattle, grown feed for them; grown crops, made our living
from that land. It sickens us to see what devastation you are going to bring into our beautiful scenic productive way of
living. You are going to disrupt wildlife, take out beautiful trees, destroy generations of family heritage, destroy the
tranquility and pristine beauty all for a buck. At the top of the list is the health and safety of those that have to live
under these monsters. If you feel you HAVE to do this; why can't you go underground with the project. We understand
that would cost more; but, it would save some of our natural beauty and not expose people/children to the danger the
towers will bing. It is pure greed on your part to not listen to the folks that this affects. How can you be so callus as to
not hear the hearts breaking with what you are planning. if Idaho Power wants to move forward, they must go back to
the drawing board and develop a plan that does not harm private land owners, farm lands, businesses and ultimately,
this pristine country that we truly love. Please do not grant B2H authorization to cross privately owned lands. WE
BELIEVE IDAHO POWER HAS OTHER OPTIONS!

I192a
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Larry and Rochelle MorrisI193

 I193a  Comments noted.

I193b  Comment noted.

I193a

I193b
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Larry and Rochelle Morris (cont.)I193

I193c  Comment noted.I193c
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Ralph MorterI194

I194a  I194a

 The analysis of impacts on agriculture for all alternatives in the Final EIS includes a 
quantitative analysis of important farmland, high-value soils, irrigated farmland, and existing 
agriculture. Refer to Section 3.2.7.

A GPS unit in farming equipment should work properly within the vicinity of a transmission line. 
GPS devices continually pull signals from a number of satellites, not just one and may also 
utilize a fi xed base station. A signal may be blocked temporarily if the transmission structure 
is between the receiver and a weak signal, but it will return as the farm equipment moves past 
the structure. It is also common for GPS receivers to drop and pick up signals even in the 
absence of transmission lines and structures. If the base station signal is weak or blocked, 
additional or alternate locations may improve the signal and performance.

I194b  The discussion of impacts on spraying is expanded in Section 3.2.7.6.

I194c  Comments noted. Analysis of the effects of the B2H Project on soils with potential for wind and 
water erosion is presented in the Final EIS.

I194d
 Yes, access will be required to every tower. Many factors are considered when designing the 
access roads. Mitigation measures will be implemented and an Erosion, Dust Control, and Air 
Quality Plan will be developed to reduce the potential for erosion.

I194e  Comment noted. 

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 17, 2015 11:41 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I have several concerns related to farm ground, mainly the farm ground 

on the southern alternative route in Morrow County.  *Approximately 30 acres of cropland will 
be removed or dim

Ralph Morter <amorter79@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103188
I have several concerns related to farm ground, mainly the farm ground on the southern alternative route in Morrow
County.

*Approximately 30 acres of cropland will be removed or diminished for each mile of transmission line. This is a major
economic concern not just for irrigated farmers but also for dryland farmers.

*Running the transmission lines through or even too close to irrigated circles is economically devastating for any farmer.
High voltage transmission lines may cause interference with cell phone, GPS or other electronic communication signals
used to operate pivot irrigation systems, equipment guidance systems and remote weather monitoring stations. These
systems are now commonplace on almost every farm and are used to apply water, pesticides and fertilizers more
precisely and efficiently, all of which are better for the environment.

*Some applications of herbicides and fungicides may only be applied by air. Arial applications would be risky if not
impossible under high voltage transmission lines.

*Depending on final line siting, existing fields may be divided and the new fields could be set up so they can only be
farmed east to west. Always farming in the same direction is a "blow" (where soil blows down to hardpan) waiting to
happen.

*Soil erosion is a primary concern for farmers, especially in periods of extended drought. Getting heavy construction
equipment to each tower building site will be a significant source of erosion in south Morrow County. As noted in the
DEIS, the soil in our area turns to a fine powder after being driven on just a few times. The slightest wind sends it
airborne. A day long, high velocity wind storm can easily turn into a major dust storm.

*Will a road be established to each tower or will a road run under the line for long stretches of the line? Roads are
major sources of erosion for reasons mentioned above. If the road predominantly lines up east west, the chances for
blowing dust erosion rises as the winds in the areas are predominantly from the west.

*If any mulching is done to hold soil in place after it is disturbed during construction, only certified weed free straw
should be used.

*In the Wells Springs area, there are slopes greater than 25 degrees in the study corridor. Maneuvering around these
slopes for construction or maintenance would be additional sources of erosion.

I194b

I194c

I194d

I194e
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MundsI195

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 15, 2015 11:07 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: NoGo on plan B2H!!!  Go back to the drawing board and develop a plan 

that does not harm private land owners, farm lands, businesses and ultimately, this pristine 
country that we truly love. No grant o

Munds <>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103044
NoGo on plan B2H!!! Go back to the drawing board and develop a plan that does not harm private land owners, farm
lands, businesses and ultimately, this pristine country that we truly love. No grant on B2H authorization to cross
privately owned lands. Choose another option!!!

300423

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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N.R. MunnI196

I196a  I196a  Comment noted.

I196b  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: N R Munn <nrmunn@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 08, 2015 3:04 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Citizen comment

To: the Bureau of Land Management, P.O. Box 655, Vale, OR 97918 

I am writing because I am opposed to Idaho Power constructing the Boardman to Hemingway transmission line 
in the view area in Baker County.  I’m especially opposed to that line running along (in the view area) the route 
of the Oregon Trail.  This project would generate few benefits to Oregon and Baker County and its citizens but 
would do harm to the local economy, and degrade a national historic treasure.

The benefits of this project would accrue to Idaho Power and its stockholders.  While I understand that 
motivation I do not want to subsidize that project at the cost of both our local and national values.  Tourism is 
an important part of Baker County’s economy.  That line will be an eyesore and degrade the experience of both 
the local citizens and any tourist who to comes to visit.  The Oregon Trail and the view that visitors to the 
Interpretive Center experience are truly exceptional.  To degrade those things would be wrong.   This valley is a 
wonderful place and the rural life here special.  I ask you to do your part to maintain these things. 

Thank you for your time and efforts. 

Sincerely,

N. R. Munn 

43761 Wingville Cemetery Rd. 

Baker City, OR 97814 

nrmunn@gmail.com

541-403-0752

I196b
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Gwenda MusicI197

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 2:02 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: To not plan ahead and go right over peoples homes is wrong..........    I 

find it unimaginable what the Bailey's are going through right now.  I have been there many 
times and to take away the Fam

Gwenda Music <dinks55@hotmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102920
To not plan ahead and go right over peoples homes is wrong.......... I find it unimaginable what the Bailey's are going
through right now. I have been there many times and to take away the Families livelihood through generations of
owning this property makes me sick.
There are other ways of getting Idaho power. I relate to the situation Grant County was in several years ago.

300363

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Leta NeiderheiserI198

 I198a

 Direct and indirect impacts on Oregon NHT were analyzed in the Final EIS including 
the National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center and Birch Creek. Additionally, a 
comprehensive mitigation approach was developed to reduce both direct and indirect impacts 
on National Trails including compensatory mitigation as directed by the Department of the 
Interior’s Landscape-Scale Mitigation Strategy.

I198a
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Bradley NelsonI199

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Bradley Nelson <b.jamin.nelson@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, January 03, 2015 1:55 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: B2H Transmission Line - website comment

Hello,

Please kindly consider using alternate routes for the B2H transmission line such that it avoids proximity and 
visibility from the Morgan Lake area near La Grande, Oregon as much as is possible.  The lake, minor as it may 
seem on a map, is a local treasure and the community would like to maintain its beauty and natural 
appearance.  Due to its very close proximity to La Grande, it is arguably the most frequently visited local 
outdoor locations for many residents. 

While most friends and neighbors I know are generally in favor of increased electrical grid capacity, this is one 
of the very few significant bodies of water in the county.  Please work with us to ensure its preservation, as 
much as can be reasonably accommodated. 

Thank you for  your time. 

Best regards, 

Brad Nelson 
Electrical & Computer Engineer 
La Grande, Oregon 

300266

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Lloyd NelsonI200

 I200a

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility of BLM and other 
land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way across lands it 
administers. The most readily available information was used during development of the Draft 
EIS.

I200b

 Scientifi c agencies have concluded that the research is not strong enough to support the 
conclusion that EMF is the cause of any disease, including cancer. The data related to 
childhood leukemia has been characterized as limited and insuffi cient to provide a basis 
to conclude that magnetic fi elds are a cause of this disease. Scientifi c agencies have 
recommended additional research to clarify fi ndings, as well as low-cost measures to reduce 
exposure.

I200a

I200b
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William and Margaret NolanI201

I201a  I201a

 Please refer to Section 4.3 for a discussion of the public participation process.

Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 1:02 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: March 16, 2015  We would like to voice our strong opposition to the 

Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project (B2H) as presently planned.   As 
members of our

William & Margaret W. Nolan <sweetgrass59011@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103086
March 16, 2015

We would like to voice our strong opposition to the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project (B2H) as
presently planned.

As members of our nations premier historic trails preservation group, the Oregon California Trails Association (OCTA),
for over 30 years, we are fully aware of the importance that the trails have played in our nations history. Our nations
history is an integral part of our democracy, and this history must be preserved for future generations. Once priceless
trail remnants or view sheds are lost; they are lost forever.

Why have alternative routes for the lines not been analyzed for public review? Routes through Central Oregon, to Burns
to Hemingway current right of way or a route through Idaho via the Snake River dams using current power lines would
eliminate the severe, irreversible impacts on existing trail the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project will
have if it goes ahead as planned.

Sincerely,

William T. Nolan
Margaret W. Nolan
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Bobby OelkeI202

 I202a  Comment noted.I202a
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Richard OwenI203
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Richard Owen (cont.)I203

I203a

 Comment noted. Potential impacts of the B2H Project on Greater Sage-Grouse, including 
increase predation from raptors, are analyzed in Section 3.2.4.5. 

The Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c mitigation measure to 
minimize potential impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse including preconstruction surveys, 
seasonal and spatial restrictions for sensitive periods and habitat, avian-safe design, raptor 
perch deterrents ; minimization of vegetation removal; and a Plan of Development that 
includes a Biological Resources Conservation Plan, a Reclamation, Revegetation, and 
Monitoring Framework Plan, and a Noxious Weed Management Plan. The B2H Project will 
be designed, sited, and implemented to adhere to a mitigation hierarchy that will result in a 
net conservation gain for Greater Sage-Grouse.

I203b

 Comment noted. The analysis for the Final EIS has been revised to include the number of 
raptor nests within 0.5 and 5 miles of all alternative routes. As described in Section 3.2.4.5 
in the Final EIS, the Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c mitigation 
measures to minimize impacts to raptors including spatial and seasonal restrictions for 
nesting raptors, a Plan of Development that includes a Biological Resources Conservation 
Plan, limiting new or improved accessibility to sensitive habitat, and avian-safe design 
standards.

I203c

 Noise is addressed in Section 3.2.18 of the EIS. Corona is a weak source of audible noise 
and the proposed line is designed to meet applicable noise limits. The levels of audible noise 
are further reduced with distance. In fair weather the noise may not be detectable at all 
and indoors the levels would be still lower. The Applicant will comply with established noise 
ordinances and suggested noise guidelines to reduce the potential for adverse noise impacts 
at noise-sensitive receptors.

I203d

 Comment noted. Construction  of roads used for the B2H Project is outlined in the Applicant’s 
Plan of Development (to be fi nalized prior to the Record of Decision) and associated 
Traffi c and Transportation Management Plan. These documents state that the use of 
and reclamation of any road used for project construction, operation, maintenance and 
decommissioning would comply with restrictions identifi ed to protect wildlife habitat and 
sensitive resources. 
Potential effects of the B2H Project on Greater Sage-Grouse and big game are included in 
Section 3.2.4.5.

The Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c mitigation measures to 
minimize potential impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse, mule deer, and elk habitat, including 
seasonal and spatial restrictions for sensitive periods and habitat; preconstruction surveys; 
limited new or improved access to sensitive habitat; and a Plan of Development that includes 
a Biological Resources Conservation Plan and Reclamation, Revegetation, and Monitoring 
Framework Plan.

I203a

I203b

I203c

I203d
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Richard Owen (cont.)I203

I203e
 Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of opportunities for colocation of utilities and potential for utility confl icts. See Section 3.2.6 for 
further detail.

I203f   Comment noted.

I203e

I203f
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Richard Owen (cont.)I203
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Richard Owen (cont.)I203
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Richard Owen (cont.)I203
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Richard Owen (cont.)I203
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Richard Owen (cont.)I203
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Carrie ParksI204

 I204a

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3. The selection of the agency preferred alternatives considered impacts 
on resources including the Oregon NHT and threatened and endangered species.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: carparks@comcast.net
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 12:08 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: DEIS Response on B2H Project

Dear BLM;

I am writing to object to the B2H Project. As a parent, I have enjoyed taking my kids to the
remaining Oregon Trail ruts in the state of Oregon. Several times, we have gone to Baker City to
view the ruts that you can see from the Oregon Trail museum there. It is thrilling to witness the
same view that the pioneers would have seen as they began the last leg of their journey. It was
not only recreational for us, but also educational.

Now I find out that there is a plan to put a transmission line across these areas that would cross
(and obliterate) the Oregon Trail in 11 different places. There also seems to be a sense that pits
saving the threatened sage grouse against saving the trail and the history that goes along with it. I
just don’t believe this. It should be possible to save both. After looking on the maps on your web
site, it seems to me that a route following the south side of I 84 would avoid both sensitive areas.

I encourage the BLM and those who want to build the transmission line (PacifiCorp, Bonneville
Power Administration (BPA), and Idaho Power) to work closely with both the Oregon Trail
Association and the environmental community to come up with a route that will be protective of
both. It has been my experience that the Oregon Trail membership is very willing to negotiate
reasonable solutions, as are the environmentalists.

Thank you for your time and attention.

Carrie Parks
13009 NE 93rd St.
Vancouver, WA 98682

I204a
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Lethene ParksI205

I205a  I205a

 Impacts on the Oregon NHT resulting from the different alternatives were compared and 
considered in context with other resource impacts to determine a preferred route. Additionally, 
a comprehensive mitigation approach was developed to reduce both direct and indirect 
impacts on National Trails including compensatory mitigation as directed by the Department of 
the Interior’s Landscape-Scale Mitigation Strategy.

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 4:12 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I am opposed to the B2H project as presently outlined by the 

BLM. Crossing the Oregon Trail 11 times would destroy some of the most pristine and 
significant spots along the trail in eastern Oregon. Th

Flag Status: Flagged

Lethene Parks <lethene@comcast.net>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103357
I am opposed to the B2H project as presently outlined by the BLM. Crossing the Oregon Trail 11 times would destroy
some of the most pristine and significant spots along the trail in eastern Oregon. This would be a major impact on this
entire stretch of trail, not an "minimal impact" as currently stated in the B2H DEIS. I urge the BLM to seriously consider
some of the viable alternatives that would preserve these significant sites, have far less impact on important extant trail
segments, and could still protect sage grouse habitat. Today, Trail ruts and near pristine viewscapes are all too rare and,
once destroyed, are gone forever. No mitigation will bring them back.
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Lanetta PaulI206

 I206a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, January 08, 2015 8:38 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I am opposed to the plan due to the Bald Eagle nest very near the 

proposed route, the nearby historic Oregon Trail, and all the wildlife which would be 
impacted.  These environmental considerations do

Lanetta Paul <lanetta.paul@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/96768
I am opposed to the plan due to the Bald Eagle nest very near the proposed route, the nearby historic Oregon Trail, and
all the wildlife which would be impacted. These environmental considerations do not even count the thousands of
people who walk, fish, and camp at Morgan Lake every year. Surely an alternate route can be found!

I206a
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Gary PearsonI207

 I207a

  Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 6:38 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Dear BLM Gentlepeople: Hello, my name is Gary Pearson.  I have 

been involved with this B2H matter as it pertains to Malheur County for over 6 years now, and 
have attended all of the

Gary Pearson <gary6707@msn.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103053
Dear BLM Gentlepeople:

Hello, my name is Gary Pearson. I have been involved with this B2H matter as it pertains to Malheur County for over 6
years now, and have attended all of the local meetings sponsored by the BLM, ODOE, and Idaho Power. I have testified
at hearings in Salem, have attended numerous Idaho Power Integrated Resource planning meetings, and was a member
of the Malheur County Citizen Advisory Panel sponsored by Idaho Power (after a huge citizen backlash to their original
planned route and accompanying substation right in the heart of one of the most fertile ribbons of farmland in the State
of Oregon).

My mission, indeed the mission of the majority of Malheur County citizens was to get the subject 500KV line off of EFU
zoned farm land and re route it to the West and North in what is mostly public range land. We were also mindful of the
need to protect our historical landmarks and view sheds.

I do believe that the current BLM Preferred Alternative has for the most part represented a good faith effort to follow
the wishes of the citizens of Malheur County and route this line away from EFU ground. I still would prefer that the
Brogan area segment be routed North of Brogan and angle East and North to Baker County. This would allow for all of
the EFU land in Malheur County to be avoided. However, with the Sage Hen preservation becoming such a national
issue, the BLM Tub Mountain preferred alternative is probably the best that I and most citizens of Malheur County can
ask for at this time.

So, lets get the proposed BLM route approved and get this thing built before some other issues arise that might prompt
Idaho Power to again suggest building this project in our backyards.

Thank you,

Gary Pearson
gary6707@msn.com

I207a
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 I208a

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility of BLM and other 
land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way across lands it 
administers. The most readily available information was used during development of the Draft 
EIS.

The BLM believes the analysis of the No Action meets the CEQ guidelines.

I208b

 The Applicant relies on the fi ndings and conclusions of public health specialists and 
international scientifi c organizations, such as the World Health Organization (WHO) and the 
International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP), for guidance and 
guidelines regarding EMF. EMF is discussed in greater detail in Section 3.2.18. As identifi ed 
in design features of the Proposed Action (Table 2-7, Design Feature), the Applicant would 
continue to address public health and safety throughout the life of the B2H Project.

The analysis of the EIS has been updated to include alternatives that provide opportunity for 
colocation with existing utility corridors. See Section 2.1.1.2 for further detail.

I208c
 Alternative analysis has been revised to include additional routes and variations resulting 
from the Draft EIS comment period. Colocation with existing utilities is given preference where 
feasible.

I208a

I208b

I208c
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Bruce PennI209

 I209a  Comment noted.
I209a
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 I210a  Comment noted.

I210b

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project, Chapter 3 
has been expanded to provide more description of the methods used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach) and to provide more information 
about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on resources 
along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-scale maps is 
provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on the resources 
along all of the alternative routes.

I210a

I210b
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I210c  Comment noted.

I210d  Baker County Zoning Ordinances have been added to the assessment of impacts on trail 
management.

I210e

 BPA lines are designed and operated to minimize EMF exposure wherever practicable in 
accordance with recommendations made by the World Health Organization, the Institute 
of Electrical and Electronics Engineers, and others. Many sources of EMF, at a variety of 
frequencies, have been reported to affect pacemakers. The manufacturers of pacemakers 
also have designed their devices in various ways to minimize potential interference from 
endogenous sources (e.g., muscle potentials) and interference by conducted currents from 
exogenous sources. See Section 3.2.18 for further detail.

I210f  Comment noted.

I210c

I210d

I210e

I210f



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-388

Nancy and Elizabeth Peyron (cont.)I210

I210g  Comment noted.

I210h

 The analysis of impacts on irrigated agriculture for all alternatives in the Final EIS is included in 
Section 3.2.7.

Input from the landowner and the impact on property will be carefully considered by Idaho 
Power during fi nal design and engineering, which could include micro-siting of the transmission 
line along the selected route. Idaho Power will negotiate with the owners of real property 
interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal location, they 
are appropriately compensated.

I210i
 The analysis of impacts on irrigated agriculture for alternative routes analyzed in detail in the 
Final EIS is included in Section 3.2.7. This discussion includes limitations on future irrigation 
development.

I210j

 The environmental justice analysis in Section 3.2.17 has been updated to further discuss how 
transmission lines may affect underserved and at-risk populations. Once the location for the 
transmission line route is identifi ed, Idaho Power will coordinate with property owners to obtain 
rights-of-way through mutual agreements. Idaho Power will negotiate modifi cations to the line’s 
design and the location of towers and access roads and compensate land owners for any 
unavoidable damages.

I210k  Comment noted.

I210l  Comment and route preference noted. 

I210m
 Alternative analysis has been revised to include additional routes and variations resulting 
from the Draft EIS comment period. Colocation with existing utilities is given preference where 
feasible.

I210g

I210h

I210i

I210j

I210k

I210l

I210m
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I210n  See response to comment I210e.

I210o

 The Applicant relies on the fi ndings and conclusions of public health specialists and 
international scientifi c organizations, such as the World Health Organization (WHO) and the 
International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP), for guidance and 
guidelines regarding EMF. EMF is discussed in greater detail in Section 3.2.18. As identifi ed 
in design features of the Proposed Action (Table 2-7, Design Feature), the Applicant would 
continue to address public health and safety throughout the life of the B2H Project.

I210n

I210o
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Patricia PhillipsI211

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Tom Phillips <tomtpa7@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 2:03 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Cc: Pat Phillips
Subject: Comment on Boardman to Hemmingway Line
Attachments: B2H Pat' comments.pdf

I have attached my comments on the Boardman to Hemmingway line.

Thank you,

Pat Phillips
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 I211a  Comment noted.I211a
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comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 2:42 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Generally I have very little disagreement with the current location of the 

proposed location of the line in Malheur County. I do have some concern with the line 
traversing along the marked Oregon trai

Tom Phillips <tom@tomphillipsagency.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102921
Generally I have very little disagreement with the current location of the proposed location of the line in Malheur
County. I do have some concern with the line traversing along the marked Oregon trail. Recently Idaho Power asked for
and received from the State of Idaho permission to pay for Solar for a five year period rather than the 20 year period
that they had been required to pay for before. This makes me wonder about the need for power and therefore the need
for this line other than the need to just wheel power.

Thank you for your consideration.

300365
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comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 9:39 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: This project is a crime against the people of Oregon, the land of 

Oregon, and the earth we all share.  To despoil miles of territory in order to move dirtily 
generated power through eastern Oregon to

Buck Pilkenton <buck48@eoni.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103109
This project is a crime against the people of Oregon, the land of Oregon, and the earth we all share. To despoil miles of
territory in order to move dirtily generated power through eastern Oregon to feed the "needs" of uncaring, avaricious,
boorish neighbors is nothing less than a crime. Tell you what let's give Idaho the Boardman plant, along with free
oversize load permits, and let them move the filthy thing to their own state. At any rate, kill B2H. Kill it dead. Kill it
now. Idaho is already a bad enough neighbor, let's not reward their ill manners. B2H? It's Dirty And Hurts Oregon.

300456
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No response needed.
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Richard PingreyI214

 I214a

 Direct and indirect impacts on Oregon NHT were analyzed in the Final EIS. Additionally, a 
comprehensive mitigation approach was developed to reduce both direct and indirect impacts 
on National Trails including compensatory mitigation as directed by the Department of the 
Interior’s Landscape-Scale Mitigation Strategy.

I214a
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From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 7:58 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Our family has grown for many years with many of the families 

directly affected by the loss of use in this area, if this goes thru. We were all taught to 
respect the land and do our very best to prese

Flag Status: Flagged

Tisha Porter <tporter135@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103275
Our family has grown for many years with many of the families directly affected by the loss of use in this area, if this
goes thru. We were all taught to respect the land and do our very best to preserve it's use for many generations. After
all this time of building a better future why would we allow it to be destroyed or used in a fashion that doesn't preserve
our way of life? Especially when a more viable option that does less damage to local farm and family lands. Please
reconsider.

300466

Page 1 of 1
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comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Jean Public <jeanpublic1@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, December 20, 2014 8:32 AM
To: COMMENT@BOARDMANTOHEMINGWAY.COM
Subject: Fw: FwPUBLIC COMMENT ON FEDERAL REGISTER AGAINST TRANSMISSION LINE ON 

NATIONAL LAND: blm readyu to destroy all nature to let profiteers run through national lands

----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: Jean Public <jeanpublic1@yahoo.com> 
To: "TAMARA.GERTSCH@BLM.GOV" <TAMARA.GERTSCH@BLM.GOV>; 
"COMMENTS@BOARDMANTOHEMINGWAY.COM" <COMMENTS@BOARDMANTOHEMINGWAY.COM>; 
"vicepresident@whitehouse.gov" <vicepresident@whitehouse.gov>; "AMERICANVOICES@MAIL.HOUSE.GOV" 
<AMERICANVOICES@MAIL.HOUSE.GOV>; "HUMANELINES@BHSUS.ORG" <HUMANELINES@BHSUS.ORG>; 
"INFO@PETA.ORG" <INFO@PETA.ORG>; "info@idausa.org" <info@idausa.org>; "INFO@PEWTRUSTS.ORG" 
<INFO@PEWTRUSTS.ORG>; "INFO@EARTHJUSTICE.ORG" <INFO@EARTHJUSTICE.ORG>; "INFO@IFAW.ORG" 
<INFO@IFAW.ORG>; "CENTER@BIOLOGICALDIVERSITY.ORG" <CENTER@BIOLOGICALDIVERSITY.ORG>; 
"INFO@PEER.ORG" <INFO@PEER.ORG>  
Cc: "INFORMATON@SIERRACLUB.ORG" <INFORMATON@SIERRACLUB.ORG>  
Sent: Saturday, December 20, 2014 10:01 AM 
Subject: FwPUBLIC COMMENT ON FEDERAL REGISTER AGAINST TRANSMISSION LINE ON NATIONAL LAND: blm 
readyu to destroy all nature to let profiteers run through national lands

IT IS TIME FOR THE US PUBLIC TO TELL THE UTILITIES THAT THEY HAVE TO BUY PRIVATE 
LAND TO RUN THEIR LANDS. THEY HAVE OVERWHELMINGLY PUT THEIR LINES OF PUBLIC 
LAND FOR FAR TOO LONG NOW AND FAR TOO EXTENSIVELY. THEY HAVE RUINED OUR 
NATURAL LANDS. WHEN THEY COME THROUGH, THEY DESTROY HOMES FOR WILDLIFE 
AND BIRDS. THIS IS UNACCEPTABLE. THESE LANDS SHOULD BE PROTECTING WILDLIFE 
AND BIRDS WHICH AE FACING MASSIVE EXTINCTIONS. TELL THE UTILITIES TO GET THEIR 
CRAP OFF THE NATIONAL LANDS. WE ARE SICK OF THEM TAKING ADVANTAGE OF US. 
THEY MOSTLY COME IN QUITE SNEAKILY ONLY DEALING WITH GOVT OFFICIALS AND 
PAYING OFF AND THEN THE LINE GOES THROUGH, WITH THE UTILITIES PAYING VERY 
LITTLE FOR THE EXTENSIVE DESTRUCTION THEY CAUSE. THIS KIND OF ACTION HAS MADE 
ME SAY ENOUGH ALREADY. 

ENOUGH ALREADY. SEND THESE UTILITIES TO PRIVATE LANDS. GET THEM OFF OUR 
NATIONAL LANDS. WE NEED TO PROTECT AND PRESERVE OUR NATIONAL LANDS. EVERY 
OPPORTUNIST IN THIS NATION COMES ALONG TO RAPE OUR NATIONAL LANDS ANBD 
CERTAINLY BLM HAS A RECORD OF TAKING BRIBES TO SO EXPLOOIT OUR LANDS. THIS 
NEEDS TO STOP. THIS COMMENT IS FOR THE PUBLIC RECORD. PLEASE RECEIPT. JEAN 
PUBLIC JEANPUBLIC1@YAHOO.COM

Subject: blm readyu to destroy all nature to let profiteers run through national lands

ugly as sin 

[Federal Register Volume 79, Number 244 (Friday, December 19, 2014)] 
[Notices]

300268
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[Pages 75834-75836] 
From the Federal Register Online via the Government Printing Office [www.gpo.gov]
[FR Doc No: 2014-29770] 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management 

[LLORV000.51010000.ER0000.LVRWH09H0480; OROR065375; IDI036029 HAG 14- 
0196]

Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Land-use Plan Amendments for the Boardman to Hemingway  
Transmission Line Project 

AGENCIES:  Bureau of Land Management, Interior. 

ACTION: Notice of availability. 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------

SUMMARY: In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969, as amended, and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of  
1976, as amended, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Vale District
Office announces the availability of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) and Land-Use Plan Amendments (LUPAs) for the Boardman
to Hemingway Transmission Line Project (Project) and by this notice is
announcing the opening of the public comment period. 

DATES: The Draft EIS is now available for public review. To be  
considered in the Final EIS, written comments on the Draft EIS must be
received within 90 days after the Environmental Protection Agency's  
publication in the Federal Register of a Notice of Availability (NOA)
of this Draft EIS. 
    All public meetings or other opportunities for public involvement
related to the Project will be announced to the public by the BLM at
least 15 days in advance through the public Web site at: http://www.boardmantohemingway.com,
project mailings, and local media news
releases.

ADDRESSES: Copies of the Draft EIS have been sent to affected Federal
agencies, state and local governments and public libraries in the  
Project area. The Draft EIS and supporting documents will be available
electronically on the project Web site at: http://www.boardmantohemingway.com. Compact Disc 
copies of the document are
available through request on this project Web site address. A list of

300268
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locations where copies of the Draft EIS are available for public
inspection can be found in the SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section below. 
    Written comments may be submitted by the following methods: 
    email: comment@boardmantohemingway.com mail: Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line 
Project, P.O. Box 655, Vale, OR 97918 courier or hand delivery: Bureau of Land Management, Vale 
District Office, 100 Oregon Street, Vale, OR 97918 no faxed or anonymous comments will be 
accepted FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Tamara Gertsch, BLM National Project 
Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Vale District Office, 100 Oregon Street, Vale, OR 97918, or 
by telephone at 307-775-6115. Any persons wishing to be added to the project mailing list of 
interested parties may write or call Ms. Gertsch at the address and phone number above. Persons 
who use telecommunication devices for the deaf may call the Federal Information Relay Service 
(FIRS) at 307-775-6115 to contact Ms. Gertsch during normal business hours. The FIRS is available 
24 hours a day, 7 days a week, to leave a message or questions with the above individual regarding 
the project. You will receive a reply during normal business hours. SUPPLEMENTARY 
INFORMATION: Idaho Power Company submitted applications to the BLM for a right-of-way (ROW) 
grant, the United States Forest Service (USFS) for a special use authorization, and the U.S. Bureau 
of Reclamation (Reclamation) for an authorization/permit, to use federal lands for portions of a 
proposed 300 mile 500-kilovolt (kV) single- circuit, alternating-current transmission line and ancillary 
facilities between a new or existing substation near Boardman, Oregon, and the Hemingway 
Substation, near Melba, Idaho. Idaho Power Company filed its applications in December 2007 and 
then filed revised applications in November 2011 and May 2012 to reflect changes to the proposed 
action. Idaho Power Company's objective for the Project is to provide additional capacity to connect 
transmission between the Pacific Northwest and Intermountain Regions in order to alleviate existing 
transmission constraints and to ensure sufficient capacity that will enable Idaho Power Company to 
meet present and forecasted load requirements. The Project description includes a rebuild of two 
separate 138 and 69-kV lines into double circuit monopole structures for short distances. Electrical 
equipment to connect the 500 kV transmission line would be installed at the endpoint substations. 
The proposed ROW width is 250 feet for the 500 kV portion of the line and 100 feet for two 138/69 kV 
rebuild sections of the line. The BLM's purpose and need for action is to respond to Idaho Power 
Company's ROW application. The BLM published a Notice of Intent (NOI) to Prepare an EIS on 
September 12, 2008 (73 FR 52944), and held public scoping meetings in October 2008. On July 27, 
2010 (75 FR 44008), the BLM published a revised NOI to Prepare an EIS in response to substantive 
changes in Idaho Power Company's proposal as submitted in the revised application, and sought 
public input on the issues associated with the project. The issues brought forward from the scoping 
comments for analysis in the Draft EIS include: Use of Federal versus private property; Potential 
impacts to private agricultural operations and irrigated lands and other existing land use; Potential 
impacts to Greater Sage-grouse; Proximity to other protected wildlife and habitats (e.g., fish and 
water resources, plants, Washington ground squirrel); Potential impacts to Department of Defense 
operations; Potential impacts to lands with wilderness characteristics; Potential impacts to visual 
resources, including visual impacts to cultural resources; Potential impacts to historic properties (e.g., 
Oregon Trail) and paleontological resources; Native American concerns; Potential impacts to air 
quality; Potential impacts of noxious weeds and invasive species; Potential Socio-economic impacts; 
Potential health effects from electro-magnetic fields; and Noise and potential line interference with 
electronic devices. The scoping comments and preliminary alternatives, some of which were 
eliminated from further consideration are documented and discussed in the Boardman to Hemingway 
Transmission Project Siting Study Report available online at: 
http://www.boardmantohemingway.com/documents/B2H_Siting_Study_8-17-10.pdf. The Draft EIS 
analyzes the environmental consequences of granting a ROW to Idaho Power Company to construct, 
operate, and maintain, the transmission project. The Draft EIS also analyzes: (1) The consequences 
of the [[Page 75835]] USFS issuing a special use authorization to construct, operate, and maintain 

300268
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those portions of the transmission line and ancillary facilities located on lands administered by the 
USFS; and (2) the consequences of amending the USFS's 1990 Land and Resource Management 
Plan (Forest Plan) necessary to implement the proposed Project (36 CFR 219.13). Depending on the 
alternative selected, Reclamation and the U.S. Department of the Navy (Navy) may also need to 
issue authorizations for any route which may cross lands, easements or facilities administered by 
those agencies. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental impacts associated with the alternatives 
that would require Reclamation and Navy authorizations. Additionally, the proposed Project may 
require BLM and USFS amendments to Resource Management Plans and Forest Plans. As required 
by 43 CFR 1610.2(c) and 36 CFR 219.8, the BLM and USFS have provided public notices regarding 
the potential plan amendments through the two NOIs, and this notice. The BLM and USFS analyzed 
the impacts of the potential plan amendments in the Draft EIS alternatives. To the extent practicable, 
the proposed routes were located to within existing West Wide Energy corridors designated pursuant 
to Section 368 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 and other federally- designated utility corridors, or 
were located in parallel existing linear infrastructure, unless precluded by resource or routing 
constraints or technical infeasibility. Due primarily to private land ownership patterns, particularly in 
the northern half of the project area, the average land ownership pattern for all the routes is 
approximately 67 percent private/state land and 33 percent Federal land. A total of 23 Federal, state, 
and local governmental agencies participated with the BLM in the preparation of this Draft EIS. The 
Cooperating agencies include: Bonneville Power Administration; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; U.S. 
Bureau of Reclamation; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; U.S. 
Forest Service; U.S. Air Force; U.S. Navy; Idaho Office of Energy Resources; Oregon Department of 
Energy; Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife; Morrow, Umatilla, Union, Baker and Malheur 
Counties, Oregon; Canyon, Payette, and Washington Counties, Idaho; the cities of Boardman, 
Oregon and Parma, Idaho; Owyhee Irrigation District; and the Joint Committee of the Owyhee 
Project. The transmission line and ancillary facilities would affect lands in Morrow, Umatilla, Union, 
Baker, and Malheur Counties in Oregon, and Owyhee County in Idaho. In addition to the Proposed 
Action Alternative, the Draft EIS analyzes a No Action Alternative and 12 alternative routes (including 
a route variation) totaling approximately 550 miles for all routes. For this Draft EIS, the No Action 
Alternative means that the BLM and other Federal decision-making agencies would not grant or 
authorize the transmission line and ancillary facilities. The Proposed Action Alternative for the project 
extends from the Grassland substation in northeastern Oregon and initially heads west to the Horn 
Butte Substation and then continues to the south, before turning east on the south side of the Naval 
Weapons System Training Facility at Boardman, and continuing on a southeasterly path through 
Morrow, Umatilla, and Union Counties, east of La Grande. The route would continue on a 
southeasterly path to the northeast of North Powder, before entering Baker County. In Baker County, 
the route would continue southeast, passing east of Highway 30 and east of Baker City, towards 
Durkee and staying west of Weatherby. Within Malheur County, the route would then move back to 
the west towards Brogan and then resume southeasterly heading west of Vale, crossing Highway 20. 
Continuing to the southeast, the route would leave Oregon and move into southwestern Idaho, 
Owyhee County, ending at the Hemingway Substation, near Melba, Idaho. In addition to the 
Proposed Action, the following alternative routes are identified in the DEIS. The alternatives within 
Morrow County include two alternative substations Horn Butte (Portland General Electric, under 
construction) and the Longhorn Substation (Bonneville Power Administration), as well as two route 
alternatives and a route variation (Horn Butte, Longhorn and the Longhorn Variation). The Horn Butte 
Alternative provides an opportunity to connect to the Horn Butte Substation and combines with the 
Proposed Action Alternative. The Longhorn Alternative and Longhorn Variation Route provide an 
opportunity to connect to the Longhorn Substation and were developed to reduce impacts to the U.S. 
Department of the Navy military operations areas, the Oregon National Guard, and impacts to 
irrigated agriculture. Alternatives considered in Union County include the Glass Hill Alternative as well 
as the Proposed Action (however the Proposed Action more closely follows existing infrastructure). 

300268
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The Baker County alternatives include the Flagstaff, Burnt River Mountain and the Timber Canyon 
Alternatives, each of which combine with the Proposed Action into five separate alternatives; (all 
routes with the exception of Timber Canyon are approximately the same length, however the Timber 
Canyon route is approximately 15 miles longer than the other alternatives). These alternative routes 
were developed to address visual impacts to Baker City as well as impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse, 
to parallel existing infrastructure, and to reduce impacts to the National Historic Oregon Trail 
Interpretative Center as well as to agriculture. At the south end of Baker County and the northern 
section of Malheur County there are two alternatives in addition to the Proposed Action Alternative. 
The Willow Creek Alternative was developed to reduce impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse habitat and 
the Tub Mountain South Alternative was developed to use portions of the West Wide Energy 
Corridors (WWEC) and further reduce impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. The Proposed Action 
then travels southeasterly and connects with three additional alternatives, including the Double 
Mountain Alternative, a small alternative connected to the Proposed Action that was developed to 
reduce impacts to agriculture. The Malheur A Alternative was developed to address use of the 
existing WWEC and Resource Management Plan corridors and Malheur S was developed to reduce 
potential impacts to lands with wilderness characteristics and the Owyhee Below the Dam ACEC. The 
Agency Preferred Alternative (APA) starts at the north end of the project and includes the Longhorn 
Substation, the Longhorn Variation, and the Proposed Action route in Morrow County. The APA 
continues along the Proposed Action route through Umatilla and Union Counties, while within Baker 
County it includes sections of the Proposed Action route, and the Flagstaff and Burnt River Mountain 
Alternatives. In Malheur County, the APA route is comprised of the Tub Mountain South Alternative 
and the Proposed Action. Lastly, within Owyhee County, Idaho, the APA follows the Proposed Action 
route to the Hemingway Substation. Approximately 47 percent of the APA is within or adjacent to 
designated corridors (25% of which are West Wide Energy Corridors (WWEC) and 22% non-WWEC 
designated corridors). The BLM, in coordination with the other Federal, state, and local government 
agencies, developed the agency preferred alternative through a comparative evaluation of routing 
[[Page 75836]] opportunities and constraints and the relative potential impacts among the various 
alternate routes and route variations. The BLM, USFS, and other agencies worked together to 
develop alternative routes that would conform to existing Federal land-use plans. However, this 
objective was not reached for several of the alternative routes analyzed in the Draft EIS. The 
agencies identify and analyze proposed plan amendments alternatives in the Draft EIS. Decisions by 
the USFS to amend land management plans and to authorize special use authorizations are also 
subject to administrative review (36 CFR part 218 Subparts A and B). In accordance with 36 CFR 
219.59, the USFS has elected to use the administrative review procedures of the BLM as described 
above. The following land-use plan amendments may be needed to bring the Project into 
conformance with the applicable Resource Management Plans (RMP) for BLM-managed land and 
Land and Resource Management Plans (LRMP) for National Forest System land crossed by the 
Project, depending on Project approval and on the final route selected. USFS's Wallowa-Whitman 
National Forest LRMP: Amendments related to Regional Forester Amendment #2 (i.e., ``Eastside 
Screens'') including removing trees larger than or equal to 21'' in diameter. Amendment to allow the 
Project to exceed prescribed visual quality objectives. BLM's Baker RMP: Amendments to Visual 
Resource Management (VRM) III classification near the National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretative 
Center. BLM's Southeast Oregon RMP: Amendments to VRM II segments across the Owyhee River 
Canyon (below the Owyhee Dam) and VRM III in limited areas. BLM's Owyhee RMP: No required 
plan amendments. The BLM will utilize and coordinate the National Environmental Policy Act 
comment process to satisfy the public involvement process for Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470(f)), as provided for in 36 CFR 800.2(d)(3). Ongoing consultations 
with Native American Tribes will continue in accordance with policy and Tribal concerns (including 
impacts on Indian trust assets) will be given due consideration. Federal, state, and local agencies, 
along with other stakeholders that may be interested or affected by the BLM's decision on this 

300268
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6

Project, are invited to participate. Copies of the Draft EIS are available for public inspection during 
normal business hours at the following locations: BLM--Idaho State Office, 1387 South Vinnell Way, 
Boise, ID BLM-Boise District Office, 3948 Development Avenue, Boise, ID Boise Public Library, 715 
South Capitol Boulevard, Boise, ID, BLM-Owyhee Field Office, 201st Avenue West, Marsing, ID 
Owyhee County Planning Department, 17069 Basey Street, Murphy, ID Nampa Public Library, 101 
11th Avenue South, Nampa, ID Baker County Planning Department, 1995 3rd Street, Baker City, OR 
Baker County Library, 2400 Resort Street, Baker City, OR BLM-Baker Field Office, 3285 11th Street, 
Baker City, OR Boardman City Library, 200 South Main Street, Boardman, OR Harney County Public 
Library, 80 West D Street, Burns, OR Hermiston Public Library, 235 East Gladys Avenue, Hermiston, 
OR Morrow County Planning Department, 205 N.E 3rd Street, Irrigon, OR Grant County Library, 507 
South Canyon Boulevard, John Day, OR La Grande Public Library, 2006 4th Street, La Grande, OR 
Union County Planning Department, 1001 4th Street, Suite C, La Grande, OR USFS-Wallowa-
Whitman National Forest Office, 3502 Highway 30, La Grande, OR USFS-Wallowa-Whitman National 
Forest, 1550 Dewey Avenue, Baker City, OR Pendleton Public Library, 502 SW. Dorion Avenue, 
Pendleton, OR Umatilla County Planning Department, 216 SE. 4th Street, Pendleton, OR BLM-
Prineville District Office, 3050 NE. 3rd Street, Prineville, OR Ontario Library, 388 SW. 2nd Avenue, 
Ontario, OR BLM-Vale District Office, 100 Oregon Street, Vale, OR Malheur County Planning 
Department, 251 B Street, West Vale, OR Oregon Dept. of Energy, 625 Marion Street, NE., Salem, 
OR BLM-Oregon State Office, 1220 SW Third Avenue, Portland, OR North Powder City Library, 290 
East Street, North Powder Your input is important and will be considered in the environmental and 
land-use planning analysis processes. The BLM and USFS request that comments be structured to 
contain sufficient detail to allow the agencies to address them in the Final EIS. The BLM, USFS, and 
Reclamation will consider all timely filed comments and respond to them in the Final EIS. All 
comment submissions must include the commenter's name and street address. Comments, including 
the names and addresses of the commenter, will be available for public inspection at the locations 
listed above during normal business hours (8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.), Monday through Friday, except 
Federal holidays. Before including your address, phone number, email address, or any other personal 
identifying information in your comment, be advised that your entire comment, including your personal 
identifying information, may be publicly available at any time. While you may ask us in your comment 
to withhold from public review your personal identifying information, we cannot guarantee that we will 
be able to do so. Jerome E. Perez, State Director, Oregon/Washington. [FR Doc. 2014-29770 Filed 
12-18-14; 8:45 am] BILLING CODE 4310-33-P  
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Michael and Donna RagsdaleI217

 I217a

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

I217b  The BLM believes the analysis of the No Action meets the CEQ guidelines.

I217c
 Alternative analysis has been revised to include additional routes and variations resulting 
from the Draft EIS comment period. Colocation with existing utilities is given preference where 
feasible.

I217c

I217b

I217a



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-404

Michael and Donna Ragsdale (cont.)I217

I217d

 This section has been revised for clarity. The Applicant relies on the fi ndings and conclusions 
of public health specialists and international scientifi c organizations, such as the World Health 
Organization (WHO) and the International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection 
(ICNIRP), for guidance and guidelines regarding EMF. EMF is discussed in greater detail in 
Section 3.2.18. As identifi ed in design features of the Proposed Action (Table 2-7, Design 
Feature), the Applicant would continue to address public health and safety throughout the life 
of the B2H Project.

I217d
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Teri RasmussenI218

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Saturday, March 14, 2015 11:36 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I grew up in Idaho and had to leave for job issues.  It is now my escape 

from the crazy, overcrowded place I live, the place I go to NOT see ugly power lines and 
buildings. Please find another way...

Teri Rasmussen <>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103033
I grew up in Idaho and had to leave for job issues. It is now my escape from the crazy, overcrowded place I live, the
place I go to NOT see ugly power lines and buildings. Please find another way...

300410
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 No response needed.
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Kayla ReffettI219

 I219a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 8:44 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Please find another alternative to this power line. This line will be 

affecting the livelihoods of many small businesses and families. Not only does it affect private 
land owners production and daily

Kayla Reffett <kjreffett@hotmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102952
Please find another alternative to this power line. This line will be affecting the livelihoods of many small businesses and
families. Not only does it affect private land owners production and daily way of like, but also wildlife and the natural
beauty of the land. There has to be another alternative.
Thank you,
Kayla

I219a
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Peggy RenfroeI220

I220a  I220a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 11:28 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: The Soliz Hay farm that is in the path of your plan is a historical site, 

the Oregon trail crosses this property. It would also ruin their lively hood. Do you intend to 
give them lifetime compensation

Peggy Renfroe <rapideyetherapy@yahoo.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102606
The Soliz Hay farm that is in the path of your plan is a historical site, the Oregon trail crosses this property. It would also
ruin their lively hood. Do you intend to give them lifetime compensation for ruining a farm that has been in Mrs.Soliz
family for two generations. Stop selling Americans out for corporate profit. Put the power line by the freeway or
someplace without devestating lives.
Thank You,
Peggy Renfroe.
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Nona RheaI221

I221a  I221a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 11:05 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Please stop persuing the building of power lines on private property. It 

is affecting familes who are farmers, ranchers, and all of us who benifit from their land.

Nona Rhea <jnrhea@hotmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102961
Please stop persuing the building of power lines on private property. It is affecting familes who are farmers, ranchers,
and all of us who benifit from their land.
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Christine RiebI222

I222a  I222a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Saturday, March 14, 2015 1:34 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I agree that Idaho Power must go back to the drawing board and 

develop a plan that does not harm private land owners, farm lands, businesses and 
ultimately, this pristine country that we truly love. P

Christine Rieb <starcatcheer@yahoo.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103036
I agree that Idaho Power must go back to the drawing board and develop a plan that does not harm private land owners,
farm lands, businesses and ultimately, this pristine country that we truly love. Please do not grant B2H authorization to
cross privately owned lands. The shortest path to a destination is not always the correct path. Can be used literally also.
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James A. RiehlI223

I223a I223a   Comment noted. Consideration of ACEC boundaries has been incorporated into the recent 
alternative analysis effort. See Sections 3.2.8, 3.2.13, and 3.2.15 for further detail.

I223b  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Jim <jimriehl3@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 2:33 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Boardman to Hemingway Draft EIS Comments

James A. Riehl

3455 NW Countryman Circle

Albany, OR 97321

Bureau of Land Management
Vale District Office
100 Oregon Street
Vale, OR 97918

Via email: comment@boardmantohemingway.com

Re: Boardman to Hemingway Draft EIS Comments

I am particularly disturbed by the Draft indifference to the impact of the B2H project on the Oregon National
Historic Trail, especially in the areas around the Flagstaff Hill Interpretive Center and the Birch Creek. These
areas are promoted by the BLM and are supposed to be of critical concern, yet I see only indifference in the
DEIS.

These potential atrocities can be avoided by moving the proposed routing to the TIMBER CANYON
ALTERNATIVE.

I understand this alternative will also avoid problems with Sage Grouse protection.

The other consideration is that there will be drastic impacts on the 11 Oregon Trail crossings by construction
of access roads and maintenance of the wide ROW these numerous insults to the historic trail will destroy
artifact trail remnants. they will not return like vegetation.

The lack of detailed consideration of the Oregon Trail by the BLM is an insult to all Oregonians.

James A. Riehl

I223b



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-412

Sallie K. RiehlI224

 I224a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Sallie <salliek@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 8:03 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: B2H Project Draft EIS Comments

Dear Sirs: 

Proposed route of power line past Flagstaff Hill:  these lines impact the view shed of the 
Oregon Trail Center and the short piece of the Oregon Trail that still exists in this 
area.  The Timber Canyon Alternative would save the view of the Interpretive Center and 
preserves sage grouse habitat. 

The EIS projects crossing the Oregon Trail at least 11 times.  We have little left in 
Oregon of the original trail.  The access roads for the power lines would obliterate it in 
places, and the tall power structures would intrude on the view from the trail.  The State 
of Oregon has not been able to preserve enough of the trail because of various building 
projects, wind mills, and agricultural use. 

Please consider the alternate route as the one that does the least harm. 

Sallie K. Riehl 
3455 NW Countryman Circle 
Albany, OR  97321 

I224a
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Karen RienerI225

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Karen_Pete Riener_Martin <martinandriener@operamail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 17, 2015 12:37 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Draft EIS
Attachments: B2HmailedComment.pdf

Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Draft EIS Vale, Oregon

Dear Fellow Citizens,

Attached in .pdf form are my comments on the Draft EIS B2H project.

Sincerely, Karen

Karen Riener
martinandriener@operamail.com

http://www.fastmail.com The way an email service should be
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 I225a  Comments noted.

In preparing my strategy for commenting on the B2H draft EIS, I was planning on 
making comments to specific items. However, having gone through the draft EIS, I see 
that approach is not possible unless I were to spend an inordinately consuming amount of 
time in studying and learning this draft EIS.  

Naturally, keeping cost down on the production of the draft EIS is in the back of 
everyone’s mind. And I appreciate that, but to the degree that it is nearly impossible to 
say why this or that particular location is problematic and for what reasons (which 
information had already been requested by the leading agency) then comparing routes, if 
all we have to go on is this Draft EIS, seems impossible.  

Alternatives are dismissed in Section 2.4  ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT 
ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED ANALYSIS.  I feel that some of these alternatives do 
indeed have merit. Yet by dismissing them it turns this draft EIS into a political 
document. Within the structure of a political document, the outcome has been written into 
the document. So we the public are reduced to pitting neighbor against neighbor by being 
confined to voice our preferred route, by using mostly the not-in-my-backyard reasoning.  

In a generalized way one can only assess that one route over another may require more 
avoidance, minimization, rehabilitation/restoration/rectification, offset, and compensatory 
mitigation, than another. Mitigation plans, by and large, result in a net loss. Finding and 
protecting other locations to compensate for the loss created by the transmission line 
route, is still a net loss. Only if areas that have already been fouled are 
rehabilitated/restored/rectified would mitigation be truly meaningful. 

Credits and debits exchange are equally suspect in creating a true accountability in 
overall ecosystem health. Valuing habitats, fundamentally necessary ecosystems, unique 
habitats that can not be reproduced, are what we humans heretofore have not been able to 
do and therefore we don’t know the importance of protecting them. We objectify them as 
categories of commerce. So creating a credit or debit for something we have not learned 
the value of is akin to soiling our nest, without having future nest sites. Unless most 
people think colonizing other planets is the path to our survival, we have populated this 
earth to the point where all locations habitable by humans, have been inhabited. We’ve 
pretty much reached the tipping point having fouled, fragmented, obliterated, our land. 
Using other places for mitigation is double jeopardy; the few remaining places are no 
longer enough to compensate for further destruction.   

A case in point here is on the Timber Canyon alternative route. This route goes through 
part of the Wallowa Whitman National Forest Snow Basin Management Plan area. This 
Snow  Basin plan has publicly stated that in order to proceed with this plan the existing 
management plans/guidelines have to be dropped or altered in order for the level of 
disturbance that is prescribed under the Snow Basin plan be allowed. So now this B2H 
project comes along with existing legislation that allows for special use authorization that 
allows the disregard of management plans in the National Forest to enable further 
destruction in the forest for the transmission line. The Snow Basin plan drops protective 
management plans and on top of that special use authorization drops protecting any 

I225a
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I225b  Comment noted.

remaining protective management plans, turning that part of the National Forest into a 
terribly fragmented, obliterated tract of land. But we’ll continue to call it our National 
Forest. 

Species loss is already at the rate that this industrial revolution era is being defined as 
another one of the three mass extinctions on earth. So alternatives in 2.4 such as: 

2.4.3.2  EMPLOY ENERGY CONSERVATION AND DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT TO 
REDUCE ENERGY DEMAND 

2.4.3.1 LOCATE ENERGY PRODUCTION AT THE POINT OF DEMAND TO AVOID THE NEED 
FOR TRANSMISSION 

and others, should not only be considered but implemented if we are to have any chance 
of avoiding the ecological disruption caused by the fouling, fragmenting and obliterating 
which goes hand in hand with transmission lines and non-sustainable energy sources. 

It is time for power companies to drop the old model of hub and spoke energy grids and 
recognize that an area which provides its own sustainable energy source is where energy 
development should go.  I recognize the big problem that some renewable energy 
industries do not offer energy storage capacity, but this is an area where technological 
innovation, conservation, and human adaptation need to be directed. Idaho Power, and 
the other energy suppliers and agencies, need to change the model for supplying energy 
from the old way to a perspective which puts ecological sustainability as the most 
important condition.  

There appears to be an underlying assumption, by dismissing the alternatives mentioned 
in section 2.4, that human beings cannot or will not change behavior. I disagree with this 
assumption and in fact changing behavior is the only way we will solve these energy 
resource problems. But the requirement to change behavior has to be built into the current 
and future plans for supplying energy. Idaho Power’s B2H project needs to be such a 
transforming plan 

The cost of building the B2H project is going to be phenomenal if legitimate mitigation, 
compliance (as adopted for example in the Programmatic Agreement) and other 
processes that require creating solutions on the spot are followed. These costs are above 
and beyond the actual costs of the infrastructure materials, labor and maintenance. This 
huge amount of money should be spent on the energy technologies that will support a 
sustainable future. We know we have to change our infrastructure to survive, and 
transmission lines are part of the infrastructure that grew out of the fossil fuels era.  A 
community’s self sufficiency is a component of its sustainability. Continuing to make 
communities, cities, and industries, reliant on energy resources that are states away does 
not create a sustainable way of life.  

Using the compliance approach (3.2.8.2 & the Programmatic Agreement) subjects the 
construction of the B2H project to a reactionary and cost overrun scenario. It is an after-

I225b
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the-fact way of handling problems and disagreements that arise once construction has 
already begun. But there is no other alternative, except to change from the hub and 
spokes type of energy supply to using conservation, local energy sources and new, 
sustainable technologies.  
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The Roberts Family (Billie, Jesse, Troy, and Ladd)I226

 I226a
 Alternative analysis has been revised to include additional routes and variations resulting 
from the Draft EIS comment period. Colocation with existing utilities is given preference where 
feasible.

I226b

 Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an explanation of the study and analysis 
approach employed for the B2H Project, Chapter 3 has been expanded to provide more 
description of the methods for used for analyzing effects associated with each resource (tiered 
to the overall approach) and to provide more information about the resources, mitigation 
applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on resources along each alternative route by 
segment. In addition, a map volume of large-scale maps is provided to present resource data 
and to show the level of residual impact on the resources along all of the alternative routes.

I226c

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

I226d

 The Applicant has determined that 1,500 feet of separation is an acceptable distance from 
other high-voltage lines to reduce the potential for reliability issues. In certain situations the 
Applicant can be as close as 250 feet from another high-voltage line where there are resource 
constraints.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 7:27 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: The Roberts family, which owns property on Glass Hill, would like to 

offer some comment on the proposals being brought forth.   It makes no sense to cut through 
a healthy forest impacting wildlife, ha

Billie Roberts <intouchwithjr@hotmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103108
The Roberts family, which owns property on Glass Hill, would like to offer some comment on the proposals being
brought forth. It makes no sense to cut through a healthy forest impacting wildlife, habitat, and natural beauty. There
is already a power line route established. Should visibility that already exists to La Grande and Freeway of existing lines
override the values of a healthy forest and environmental impact? we appreciate the opportunity to provide comment
on the concerns as will follow. To that end we feel transparency has been lacking from Idaho Power. Transparency is
important to diplomacy and building relationships with the communities that form the backbone of this great country.
To begin that transparent relationship building trust we will offer our perspective on the points below.

Concerns Expressed by Union County Representatives.
What concerns? Chairman Commissioner Mark Davidson was at one of the meetings and he expressed there were no
such concerns voiced.

Proximity to residences on Foothill Ladd Canyon Road What is valued more? Wildlife and a healthy forest environment
versus what would seem to be an already visible route with established impact. Why impact and destroy more area?

Up to 3.6 miles of landslide prone hillsides Would this not pertain to the existing 230k line route and if so would the
line not have been moved?

Five to six miles of severe side slopes Severe? How is this measured? Even so the 230k lines were established along
that route and there is precedence that other lines on the same or even steeper incline have been established such as
Hells Canyon. A perceived extra amount of elbow grease to protect a healthy forest environment seems a good trade
off to us.

Over a mile of Ladd Marsh Wildlife Management Area (LMWA) crossed This is a valid concern and can be addressed by
placing the line off the wet lands area above Foothill Road which did not cause ODFW any concern. Weighing one
impact against the other how is disturbing several miles of healthy forest accross Glass Hill any less important?

Does not meet 1500 foot reliability separation criteria.
Research shows, from others, in Chapter 2 of the DEIS report the following information on page 2 67 in section 2.4.2.1
states that "closer than 250 feet to other high 1 voltage lines" is a problem. Please enlighten us on where you got the
1500 foot separation so that we may understand as the information mentioned says no closer than 250ft.

How does a lay person without Company backing produce the results showing how much this matters. More roads,
more construction, more destruction to what again is a beautiful section of country with a diverse wildlife and forest
environment. Please consider with transparency the long term impact you will cause to crossing Glass Hill.

Sincerely,

The Roberts Family.
Billie Roberts

I226a

I226b

I226c

I226d
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2

Jesse Roberts
Troy Roberts
Ladd Roberts
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Ron and Ann RowanI227

 I227a  Comments noted. An analysis and comparison of impacts on the National Historic Oregon Trail 
Interpretive Center associated with the alternative routes is described in the Final EIS.

I227b

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

I227a

I227b
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Lloyd RoyerI228

 I228a
 Alternative analysis has been revised to include additional routes and variations resulting 
from the Draft EIS comment period. Colocation with existing utilities is given preference where 
feasible.

I228b

 Comment noted. Potential effects of the B2H Project on big game and other wildlife are 
included in Section 3.2.4.5.

The Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c mitigation measures to 
minimize potential impacts to elk and other wildlife, including seasonal and spatial restrictions, 
limiting new or improved access in sensitive habitat, and a Plan of Development that includes 
a Biological Resources Conservation Plan.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lloyd Royer <gunsmoke1944@yahoo.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103294
I strongly oppose the Boardman to Hemmingway transmission line crossing any part of Glass Hill. Building a power line
over the Glass Hill area would be like building a railroad through beachfront property. It will simply destroy the natural
environment.
There are several reasons the proposed line should be changed. The obvious reasons are the long term negative impact
on wildlife habitat, the obtrusive visual impact of the project, and the encroachment on private landowners, which have
striven to keep their properties undeveloped. By following the existing 230 kv route, wildlife habitat, visual aesthetics
and the impact imposed on private landowners would be minimized. The 230power line is located in areas already
developed.
Currently, the existing 230 line blends into the surrounding environment. The new proposed line would not blend into
the environment. It would do just the opposite emphasizing the unnatural towers and lines in the middle of a remote
undeveloped landscape.
The new line routes as proposed by Idaho Power Company will have long term destructive consequences on wildlife and
their habitat. These big lines are noisy and disturbing to wildlife, especially under damp conditions. This area hosts some
of the richest elk habitat throughout Oregon. Its known to be populated year round for feeding, breeding and wintering
for thousands of elk. Power lines should not be part of this wildlife area. The EFSC habitat standard is based on habitat
value, regardless of whether the land is public or private. High category (category 1 or 2) habitat on private land is
afforded the same protection under EFSC standards as similar category public land. The ODFW considers big game range
as Habitat Category 2, which applies to Glass Hill. The EFSC expects Idaho Power to seriously consider alternate routes
that are feasible and would reduce impact on private land.
There are good, better and best routes for Idaho Power to build a new transmission line. There is a consensus among a
group of organized private land owners on Glass Hill that advocate the best route would be to follow the existing
230 kv line along Foothill Road and the foothills south of La Grande. Proceeding along this already created utility
easement would be a less impact route and should be the route utilized.
Please consider the negative impacts the proposed routes would have on those who enjoy visiting Glass Hill, the
landowners and the abundant wildlife.
Sincerely,
Lloyd Royer

I228a

I228b
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Leanne RubyI229

I229a  I229a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2015 4:59 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication:  To the Bureau of Land Management - if Idaho Power wants to move 

forward, they must go back to the drawing board and develop a plan that does not harm 
private land owners, farm lands, businesses and u

Leanne Ruby <>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103011
To the Bureau of Land Management if Idaho Power wants to move forward, they must go back to the drawing board
and develop a plan that does not harm private land owners, farm lands, businesses and ultimately, this pristine country.
Please do not grant B2H authorization to cross privately owned lands. I BELIEVE IDAHO POWER HAS OTHER OPTIONS!
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Valerie RussellI230

 I230a
 Alternative analysis has been revised to include additional routes and variations resulting 
from the Draft EIS comment period. Colocation with existing utilities is given preference where 
feasible.

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 3:31 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: As a property owner in the Medical Springs, Oregon area I 

strongly oppose the Timber Canyon Alternate Route for the Boardman to Hemingway 
Transmission Line. I completely understand the need for the po

Flag Status: Flagged

Valerie Russell <vprussell11@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103342
As a property owner in the Medical Springs, Oregon area I strongly oppose the Timber Canyon Alternate Route for the
Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line. I completely understand the need for the power line, but this route seems
totally illogical in terms of disturbing this pristine area. This area is owned and used by agricultural producers that feed
the nation. It is also used as a recreational retreat for countless people from all over the world who come to enjoy the
beauty of this area, not to see a power line. It is habitat for a multitude of species of wildlife that is enjoyed by not only
hunters, but wildlife enthusiasts and photographers. The property owners in the area live here because of the natural
resources and untouched beauty of the land. If I wanted to live under a power line or have a view of a power line, I
would have bought property under a power line or in view of a power line. The logical route is to place the power line in
an area where this kind of use has already been established such as along freeways or railroads.I230a
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Deanne SamsI231

I231a  I231a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2015 8:10 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: please find another source or route for power. Running thru private 

property close to residents is wrong.

Deanne sams <deannesams@hotmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103027
please find another source or route for power. Running thru private property close to residents is wrong.
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Richard SandfordI232

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 15, 2015 12:19 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I don't agree with putting this transmission line in. It will do more harm 

then good. It's time that the government stepup & stop big corporation bulling. Tgese are 
peoples lives & liv

Richard Sandford <>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103046
I don't agree with putting this transmission line in. It will do more harm then good. It's time that the government stepup
& stop big corporation bulling. Tgese are peoples lives & lively hoods we're talking about. Again I'm against the
construction of this transmission line project. Thanks

300427

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Tracie SaundersI233 

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 3:04 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Please do not allow this to happen

Tracie Saunders <tsaunders@nsd131.org>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102923
Please do not allow this to happen

300366

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Curtis SauretI234

 I234a  Comment noted. This comment was forwarded to the Applicant.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Curtis <curtis@beefnw.com>
Sent: Friday, December 19, 2014 3:12 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: 4460: Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project

I contacted a Idaho Power rep a few months back trying to find the distance from my private property to the proposed
line. My address is 1435 Cow Hollow rd, Nyssa Oregon. The rep could not give me the distance. I don’t like your
proposed route & think it needs pushed out farther from private property. Malheur alternative routes either A or
B south of Adrian much better. I think the line that close to private property will decrease the value & be an eye sore.
Please respond to my concerns.
Curtis Sauret
541 372 2345
Cell 541 216 0103

Right-click 
download 
help protec
Outlo ok pr
auto matic d
this pictu re
In ternet.

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.
www.avast.com

I234a



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-428

Evelyn Price SayersI235

 I235a  Comment noted.I235a
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Kristen SayersI236

 I236a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 10:12 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Bureau of Land Management and Idaho Power,  The project known as 

B2H (Boardman to Hemingway) directly affects public and private lands and I do not agree 
with this motion until furth

Kristen Sayers <sayerskristen@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102959
Bureau of Land Management and Idaho Power,

The project known as B2H (Boardman to Hemingway) directly affects public and private lands and I do not agree with
this motion until further information is provided to the public. I would expect that you redesign your plans with the
public in mind, considering families, businesses and other entities that will be directly affected. I do not want you to
grant B2H authorization to cross privately owned lands. WE BELIEVE IDAHO POWER HAS OTHER OPTIONS!

Thank you,

Kristen VanRiper Sayers

I236a
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Gordon and Judy SchroederI237

 I237a  Comment noted.

I237b   Comment noted. The BLM believes the analysis of the No Action meets the CEQ guidelines.

I237c  Baker County Zoning Ordinances have been added to the assessment of impacts on trail 
management.

I237d
 Alternative analysis has been revised to include additional routes and variations resulting 
from the Draft EIS comment period. Colocation with existing utilities is given preference where 
feasible.

I237a

I237c

I237d

I237b
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Gordon and Judy Schroeder (cont.)I237

I237e  Comment noted. 

I237d

I237e
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Gordon and Judy Schroeder (cont.)I237
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Briana SchumacherI238

I238a  I238a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 4:00 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: As a current resident of Idaho and a born and raised Oregonian, as 

well as a current customer of Idaho Power it is with extreme disappointment that I am now 
aware of the B2H project. &#13;&#1

Briana Schumacher <bschumacher@crinet.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102927
As a current resident of Idaho and a born and raised Oregonian, as well as a current customer of Idaho Power it is with
extreme disappointment that I am now aware of the B2H project.

I understand the necessity for power line expansion and progression in order to meet the demands of an ever growing
population and I certainly understand economics.

However, I do not understand and never will the desire to strong arm private land owners and forcing them to allow
projects like B2H on their lands. Private land owners are living the American Dream and putting their blood, sweat and
tears to OWN something of their own.

I do not need a lengthy amount of words to say that THIS IS WRONG.

I sincerely hope as a company and organization you will rethink the way you are going about B2H, go back to the
drawing board and come up with a different plan.

What is the point of owning something if the rights that come with it only matter as long as they are not against the
interest of someone else?

Once again, THIS IS WRONG. Please, reevaluate and do NOT strong arm private land owners and RESPECT private lands.

I highly doubt that you would support this if it ran through your backyard, your pristine wilderness and your private
property that you worked so hard to own. But then again, you would financially benefit from the B2H project so perhaps
you would support it.
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Lester ScottI239

 I239a  Comment noted.I239a
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Marley ShurtleffI240

 I240a  Comment noted.

I240b

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized by the Public Utilities Commission. The responsibility of BLM and other 
land-management agencies is to respond to the application for right-of-way across lands it 
administers. The most readily available information was used during development of the Draft 
EIS.

The selection of the agency preferred alternatives considered impacts on resources including 
the Oregon NHT.

I240c  Comment noted.

I240a

I240b

I240c
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Gary SmithI241

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 6:53 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: What's the point?

Gary Smith <garys442@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102887
What's the point?

300350
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No response needed.



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-437

Larry SmithI242
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Larry Smith (cont.)I242

 I242a  Comment noted. Mining and mineral data from local, state, and federal agencies were updated 
for use in the effects analysis in the Final EIS.I242a
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Larry Smith (cont.)I242
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Heather SoliszI243

I243a  I243a
 Alternative analysis has been revised to include additional routes and variations resulting 
from the Draft EIS comment period. Colocation with existing utilities is given preference where 
feasible.

I243b  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 3:00 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: This proposition is not a benefit to the region. There's already an 

energy corridor, more land does not need to be destroyed for another one. My family owns 
land that would be incredibly negativel

Heather Solisz <sentient@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102533
This proposition is not a benefit to the region. There's already an energy corridor, more land does not need to be
destroyed for another one. My family owns land that would be incredibly negatively impacted by this, they grow hay
and their ability to produce off the land would be severely diminished. This is their livelihood, and the land has been in
the family for generations. Do NOT take away their land, livelihood, and means of income! That area is also a beautiful
part of eastern Oregon that is very historical the Oregon Trail runs through it. Many tourists and visitors look out on
that valley from the Oregon Trail Interprative Center, and their view would be badly marred by power lines. This is not
the legacy we wish to leave our children! Keep open spaces open and unobstructed. Keep the farmland free to be
farmed. All over the world industrialization is encroaching on farms, threatening our food supply. DO NOT LET THIS
HAPPEN HERE!!!

I243b
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Larry and Laurie SoliszI244

I244a

 The environmental justice analysis in Section 3.2.17 has been updated to further discuss how 
transmission lines may affect underserved and at-risk populations. Once the location for the 
transmission line route is identifi ed, Idaho Power will coordinate with property owners to obtain 
rights-of-way through mutual agreements. Idaho Power will negotiate modifi cations to the line’s 
design and the location of towers and access roads and compensate land owners for any 
unavoidable damages.

I244b  Impacts on existing agriculture operations have been updated. Refer to Section 3.2.7.6.

I244c

 Comment noted. Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations 
with careful consideration of private lands. The impact on property rights will be carefully 
considered by Idaho Power during micro-siting. Idaho Power will negotiate with the owners of 
real property interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal 
location, they are appropriately compensated.

I244a

I244b

I244c
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Larry and Laurie Solisz (cont.)I244

I244d  Comments noted.

I244e

 The analysis of impacts on irrigated agriculture for alternative routes in the Final EIS is 
included in Section 3.2.7 and includes impacts on future irrigation development. The Applicant 
would work with landowners to locate the transmission line so as to reduce impacts to existing 
and planned agriculture operations. Refer to Section 3.2.7, Types of Potential Effects, as well 
as Tables 2-7 and 2-13 for mitigation measures and design features that would be employed to 
reduce impacts.

I244f  Comment noted. The BLM believes the analysis of the No Action meets the CEQ guidelines.

I244g  Comment noted.

I244h
 Alternative analysis has been revised to include additional routes and variations resulting 
from the Draft EIS comment period. Colocation with existing utilities is given preference where 
feasible.

I244c

I244d

I244e

I244f

I244g

I244h

I244i I244i

 Comments noted. The Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c mitigation 
measures to minimize potential visual impacts. 

Input from the landowner and the impact on property will be carefully considered by Idaho 
Power during fi nal design and engineering, which could include micro-siting of the transmission 
line along the selected route. Idaho Power will negotiate with the owners of real property 
interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal location, they 
are appropriately compensated.
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Larry and Laurie Solisz (cont.)I244

I244j

I244k

I244j

 This section has been revised for clarity. The Applicant relies on the fi ndings and conclusions 
of public health specialists and international scientifi c organizations, such as the World Health 
Organization (WHO) and the International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection 
(ICNIRP), for guidance and guidelines regarding EMF. EMF is discussed in greater detail in 
Section 3.2.18. As identifi ed in design features of the Proposed Action (Table 2-7, Design 
Feature), the Applicant would continue to address public health and safety throughout the life 
of the B2H Project.

BPA lines are designed and operated to minimize EMF exposure wherever practicable in 
accordance with recommendations made by the World Health Organization, the Institute 
of Electrical and Electronics Engineers, and other. Many sources of EMF, at a variety of 
frequencies, have been reported to affect pacemakers. The manufacturers of pacemakers 
also have designed their devices in various ways to minimize potential interference from 
endogenous sources (e.g., muscle potentials) and interference by conducted currents from 
exogenous sources. See Section 3.2.18.1 for further detail.

I244k

 Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of private lands. The impact on property rights will be carefully considered by Idaho Power 
during micro-siting. Idaho Power will negotiate with the owners of real property interests 
to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal location, they are 
appropriately compensated.
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Larry and Laurie Solisz (cont.)I244

I244l

I244m

I244n

I244l  Comment noted.

I 244m

 BPA lines are designed and operated to minimize EMF exposure wherever practicable in 
accordance with recommendations made by the World Health Organization, the Institute 
of Electrical and Electronics Engineers, and other. Many sources of EMF, at a variety of 
frequencies, have been reported to affect pacemakers. The manufacturers of pacemakers 
also have designed their devices in various ways to minimize potential interference from 
endogenous sources (e.g., muscle potentials) and interference by conducted currents from 
exogenous sources. See Section 3.2.18.1 for further detail.

I244n  Comment noted.
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Larry and Laurie Solisz (cont.)I244

I244o

I244p

I244q

I244o

 Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of land status (including conservation areas).The impact on property rights will be carefully 
considered by Applicant (Applicant), during micro-siting to minimize impacts to sensitive 
environmental resources, protection of farmlands, and critical management areas in 
conjunction with local, state and federal land use guidance. See Section 3.2.6 for further detail.

I244p  Comment noted.

I244q

 Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of private lands. The impact on property rights will be carefully considered by Idaho Power 
during micro-siting. Idaho Power will negotiate with the owners of real property interests 
to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal location, they are 
appropriately compensated.
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Larry and Laurie Solisz (cont.)I244
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Karen SteenhofI245

 I245a

 Comment noted. Idaho Power has committed to design features and site-specifi c mitigation 
measures to minimize potential B2H Project impacts on raptors, including preconstruction 
surveys, spatial and seasonal restrictions, and avian-safe design. Potential impacts to the 
scenic values of these creek canyons are addressed within the Visual Resources section 
(Section 3.2.12).

I245b  Comment noted.

I245c  Comment noted.

I245d
 Comment noted. The applicant has chosen to use existing tower designs. Mitigation measures 
are available to help reduce the potential for perching and nesting, which includes the use of 
alternative structure types such as an h-frame structure.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Karen Steenhof <karensteenhof@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 8:46 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: B2H Comments

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Boardman to Hemmingway Transmission Line Project.  The 
portion of the proposed route within Idaho is reasonable in that it generally avoids both private land and 
Greater Sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) habitat. 

The sections of the proposed route that cross creek canyons along the Owyhee Front warrant special concern 
because of the scenic values and the wildlife that the canyons and associated riparian areas support.  It is 
important that the line be designed and routed in a way that will minimize conflicts with Golden Eagles (Aquila
chrysaetos) and other raptors nesting in these canyons.  The permitting process should disallow line 
construction in sensitive raptor areas during the nesting season so as to avoid direct disturbance to nesting 
raptors.   

Golden Eagles on the Owyhee Front have been affected adversely by recreation associated with increased Off 
Highway Vehicle use (Steenhof, K., J.L. Brown, and M.N. Kochert. 2014. Temporal and Spatial Changes in 
Golden Eagle Reproduction in Relation to Increased Off Highway Vehicle Activity.  Wildlife Society Bulletin 
38:682-686).   New access roads associated with the transmission line could increase the number of 
recreational OHVs in this area.  Mitigation for the transmission line should include funding to close and 
rehabilitate certain access roads, decommission user-created routes, and support increased education and 
enforcement efforts. Golden Eagles that nest on relatively small cliffs on the Owyhee Front are particularly 
susceptible to disturbance caused by recreation activity associated with OHVs.  Providing alternative nest sites 
higher on transmission towers could provide more secure nesting substrate and insulate eagles from 
disturbances.  Artificial platforms on transmission towers similar to those designed by Morley Nelson on the 
Summer Lake 500-kV line will provide nesting sites at a safe location below the conductors (Steenhof, K., M.N. 
Kochert, and J.A. Roppe.  1993.  Nesting by raptors and ravens on an electrical transmission line.  Journal of 
Wildlife Management 57: 271-281.) 

The proposed crossing at Hardtrigger Creek appears to be in the best possible location for the line (between 
the scenic canyon sections).  However, it is near a historical Golden Eagle nest.  The line should be a safe 
distance from all known historical nests.  Discouraging recreation use in this area should be a priority and 
providing an artificial platform on one of the towers in this area could provide a more secure nesting location for
this eagle pair. 

In other areas outside of sage-grouse habitat, project proponents should use practices that enhance raptor 
populations along the Owyhee Front.  Artificial nesting platforms can provide new and alternative nesting 
substrate for raptors, particularly ferruginous hawks (Buteo regalis) and golden eagles, in areas without cliffs or 
existing transmission lines.   

Biologists and engineers should work together to design towers that are friendly to raptors but not to 
ravens.  For example, the density of steel latticework on the bridge above the conductors should be as low as 
possible to discourage raven nesting.  Tubular metal towers that lack suitable perching and nesting sites for 
raptors and ravens should be used in important sage-grouse habitat that cannot be avoided. 

Karen Steenhof 
18109 Briar Creek Road 
Murphy, Idaho 83650 

I245a

I245b

I245c

I245d
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 I246a

 Comments noted. Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration 
with the counties, and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number 
of recommended routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes 
analyzed for the Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative 
routes is reported throughout Chapter 3.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Linda Stelle <lindastelle@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 6:22 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Transmission project

Please consider this email our objection to the B2H transmission line project. We object in general as we know that the
wildlife will be affected and likely move out of the area. The noise from such a project is especially bad for the birds and
for that matter people living in the general area. We object specifically to the line crossing our property and for that
matter having it near our property. Again we have lots of wildlife on our property which include elk, deer, turkey, bear,
grouse, quail, coyotes, porcupine, cougar, hawks, owls and numerous other small bird specifies. It is fair to say that they
often come to the natural springs on our property and find refuge as we do not over hunt or for that matter hunt at all
in the last few years. Our property is used by many locals that come to enjoy the view, picnic and take their families to a
quite place.

Please consider our plea and move the line to the freeway corridor. Thank you, Linda Stelle

I246a
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1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 6:45 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Please reconsider the proposed power lines, this affects the land I grew 

up on, where many of my family members still live and work.  The livelihood of the western 
lifestyle and well being of people h

Julie Summerfield <thesummerfields@yahoo.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102947
Please reconsider the proposed power lines, this affects the land I grew up on, where many of my family members still
live and work. The livelihood of the western lifestyle and well being of people hangs in the balance. The beautiful
scenery, health of people and animal are at stake, and I hate to see such a large area of beautiful landscape marred by
large power lines! Find another way, preserve what small pockets of nature, ranch land, and beauty we still have in our
area!

300378

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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 I248a  Comment noted.

I248b  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Anita Swartz <aswartzspeech@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 8:14 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: B2H Project Comments, establishing Standing

3-19-2015

To: B2H Project 

Comments from: Lauren and Anita Swartz,  Landowners 

Following the guidelines posted on the B2H website, I am listing opposition to the Timber Canyon Alternative. 

OAR 345-022-0030: Land Use

The area of Medical Springs has been protected by land use laws to preserve the rangeland and the timberland 
which provide habitat for natural wildlife species. The transmission line would not comply with the LCDC 
rules for this rural area, some of which is EFU. 

OAR 345-22-0040 Protected Areas &

OAR 345-022-0080 Scenic and Aesthetic Values/Scenic Resources

Highway 203 has been designated an “Oregon Scenic Byway” recognized by Congress in the National Scenic 
Byways Program of the Federal Highway Administration.  It has rare and pristine beauty which has been 
relatively undisturbed.  There are several historical sites.  Medical Springs has historical accounts that include 
Native American and Pioneers coming to the hot springs, besides Dunham Wright (a relative of Lincoln) 
helping establish the area, which included a railroad, the remains of which can still be found….. 

Cougar Rock, as noted on some maps stands out majestically as a prominent natural landmark looking down on 
the entire valley.  Also Highway 203 goes along this route to the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest.  It is no 

I248a

I248b
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Lauren and Anita Swartz (cont.)I248

2

wonder the Cycle Oregon people and the car road shows have used this beautifully pristine route.  To drape a 
power line in front of the big Cougar Rock would be a violation of unadulterated territory.

Issues to address:  Local and regional socioeconomic conditions and OAR 345-022-0100 Recreation

Any special designation or management of the location 
The degree of demand 
Outstanding or unusual qualities 
Availability or rareness 
Irreplaceability or irretrievability of the opportunity 

Forest Service land is directly involved in and adjacent to the land involved in the Timber Canyon Alternative, 
which offers the grandeur for which Oregon is known.  To be enroute on “Oregon State Scenic Byway” 
Highway 203 would entail travelling through Wallowa-Whitman National Forest, the reference to which speaks 
for itself as an irreplaceable resource of nature. 

There are domestic concerns to be addressed as well.  Cattle inhabit the sage lands and timber land through 
which a route like this would go.  People also live within yards of where the line has been proposed.  The 
electrical effects, and physical consumption of the land would not be acceptable, besides the eye sore it would 
be in a place expected to be pristine. 

Tourists, snowmobilers, sight seers, hunters, and photographers are drawn to this area as a relatively 
undisturbed area of beauty and recreation. We would be amiss to violate it by tearing it up to place man-made 
structures throughout, especially at the cost of around a billion dollars, which would actually do far more 
damage than the monetary cost, and could never be reversed.   

OAR 345-022-0110 Public Services

The Timber Canton Alternative would not be a practical place to put a power line due to the complications of 
accessibility.  It would be prohibitive to build an entirely new system of roads when some other more accessible 
routes have already been established, and through some areas where power lines have been built prior to this.

_____________________________
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Lauren and Anita Swartz (cont.)I248

3

To summarize: It seems that the prudent choice for the B2H would be other routes for which partial corridors 
already exist, are more practically accessible, and where less costly construction is possible with less disruption 
of pristine Oregon.

Sincerely,

Lauren and Anita Swartz, -- Landowners 

3-19-2015
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1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Saturday, March 14, 2015 12:38 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication:     Please consider doing something else besides taking private 

property to use for power. I see all the wind mills just taking over and I truly think we can do 
better than infringe on famili

Gail Taber <gataber@live.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103031

Please consider doing something else besides taking private property to use for power. I see all the wind mills just
taking over and I truly think we can do better than infringe on families, businesses ,farm land and private property.
There must be a less expensive way to accomplish what you need . I would absolutely hate having you coming onto my
property unsettling my life. I urge you to seek an alternative.Thank you Gail Taber

I249a  I249a  Comment noted.
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 I250a

 Comment noted. Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations 
with careful consideration of private lands. The impact on property rights will be carefully 
considered by Idaho Power during micro-siting. Idaho Power will negotiate with the owners of 
real property interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal 
location, they are appropriately compensated.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 4:17 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I have high concern for the small ranchers and farmers whos property 

will be drastically effected by this new line.  How are these land owners suppose to cover the 
cost and destruction to their proper

erin taggart <erinetaggaer@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102547
I have high concern for the small ranchers and farmers whos property will be drastically effected by this new line. How
are these land owners suppose to cover the cost and destruction to their property. Part of the plan is to cut through
private property. Property that people live off and feed their families from. All of their income comes from the hard
work that they have put into their land. This new line could cause small ranches and farms their lifestyle. Is their not an
alternative??

I250a



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-455

Colby ThompsonI251

 I251a

 Comments noted. Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration 
with the counties, and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number 
of recommended routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes 
analyzed for the Final EIS. Colocation with existing utilities is given preference where feasible. 
Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported throughout 
Chapter 3.

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 12:46 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: my comments pertain to the glass hill routes across 

predominantly forestry lands results in high impacts a lower impact route would be to 
follow existing 230 transmission line and or interstate 84

Flag Status: Flagged

Colby Thompson <tlazytfarm@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103230
my comments pertain to the glass hill routes across predominantly forestry lands results in high impacts a lower impact
route would be to follow existing 230 transmission line and or interstate 84I251a
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 I252a

 The Applicant would work closely with landowners prior to development to locate the 
transmission line where it would have the fewest impacts on the landowner’s property. The 
impact on property rights will be carefully considered by Applicant, during micro-siting to 
minimize impacts to sensitive environmental resources and protect farmlands and critical 
management areas in conjunction with local, state and federal land use guidance.

I252b

 Impacts on irrigated agriculture have been expanded to include all alternatives and variations. 
Refer to Section 3.2.7.6. Adverse impacts to individual property owners will be carefully 
considered by the Applicant during micro-siting. The Applicant will negotiate with the owners of 
real property interests to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal 
location, they are appropriately compensated.

Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties and 
their constituents occurred, resulting in a number of recommended routing variations/options, 
which were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the Final EIS. Refer 
to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported throughout Chapter 
3.

I252c  Comment noted.

I252d  Comment noted.

I252a

I252b

I252c

I252d
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Kathy and Deward Thompson (cont.)I252
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1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Thomas Thompson <thomasdalethompson@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2015 12:34 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com; <dennis_thompson@comcast.net>; Dennis 

Thompson
Subject: Boardmantoemingway DEIS comments

The purpose of this message to provide comments specifically to the area near LaGrande, OR Ladd Marsh and 
Foothill Road Area.  After reviewing the maps, I support the "Glass Hill Alternative" to construct the power line 
further West than originally proposed.  Building the power line further west near the Glass Hill area will reduce 
impacts to raptors and waterfowl habitat near the Ladd Marsh Wildlife Area.  It will also reduce impacts on elk 
winter range.  Selection of the Glass Hill Alternative will also be more efficient use time and budget because 
there would be less private landowners to deal with when negotiating easements for this route.  I support he 
selection on the Glass Hill Alternative section of the proposed alternatives.  Thank you for the opportunity to 
comment.

Tom Thompson 
2202 Gekeler Lane 
La Grande OR  97850 
541-962-7778

300254

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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 I254a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 17, 2015 2:24 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: On further review of the DEIS I support the Proposed route of the 

powerline with Alt 2 Glass HIll alternative.  I think it will have the least impact on visual 
concerns for the Grande Ronde Valley and

Thomas Thompson <thomasdalethompson@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103169
On further review of the DEIS I support the Proposed route of the powerline with Alt 2 Glass HIll alternative. I think it
will have the least impact on visual concerns for the Grande Ronde Valley and less overall impact on elk habitat.
Mitigation must be developed with adjacent and other landwoners near by. ODFW can broker this mitigation. It will
also be more efficient because it will deal with a less number of landowners in the area.

I254a
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 I255a

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties and 
their constituents occurred, resulting in a number of recommended routing variations/options, 
which were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the Final EIS. 
Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported throughout 
Chapter 3.

I255a
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Michael and Ann Trindle (cont.)I255
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 I256a  Comment noted.

I256b  Comment and route preference noted. 

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 12:44 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: We strongly object to the siting of the proposed Boardman to 

Hemingway Transmission line project over the proposed route. The proposed line 
causes extreme damage to valuable agricultural and recreatio

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Andy VanderPlaat <kvanderp@wtechlink.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103299
We strongly object to the siting of the proposed Boardman to Hemingway Transmission line project over the proposed
route. The proposed line causes extreme damage to valuable agricultural and recreational private and public lands in
Northeast Oregon. The productive and sensitive lands can not be replaced. It will also cause severe economic disruption
to the Oregon Communities. This route does not benefit local citizens, land owners or the community. It will disrupt
family farms and homes. The environmental impact is also understated in the report. The route proposed by the
Umatilla County Commissioners following I 84 corridor is the least disruptive route for this line environmentally,
economically and socially to our area. Please consider this alternate route for the line. Andy and Karen VanderPlaat

I256a

I256b
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1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Vaughan1843 <vaughan1843@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 12:27 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Cc: tompkins@bctonline.com
Subject: B2H Project Public Comment
Attachments: B2H Project Draft EIS.pdf

Reference:  B2H Project Environmental Impact Statement 

Please refer to the attached pdf document for my letter of public comment. 

Champ C. Vaughan 
Lake Oswego, Oregon 
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 I257a  Comment noted.

I257b

 A comparison of impacts on the National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center resulting 
from the different alternatives is described in the Final EIS. Additionally, a comprehensive 
mitigation approach was developed to reduce both direct and indirect impacts on National 
Trails including compensatory mitigation as directed by the Department of the Interior’s 
Landscape-Scale Mitigation Strategy.

I257c

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3. The selection of the agency preferred alternatives considered impacts 
on resources including the Oregon NHT.

I257d  Comment noted.

17440 Holy Names Drive Unit 519 
Lake Oswego, Oregon 97034 

February 25, 2015  

B2H Project 
P.O. Box 655 
Vale, Oregon 97918 

Reference:  Boardman to Hemingway Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

 It is with great concern that I share my views and comments regarding the proposed 
Boardman to Hemingway 500 KV Transmission Line Project.  Portions of the project’s 
proposed route would pose a significant negative impact on the visual aspects associated with 
National Historic Oregon Trail. 

 As  a retired lands and minerals adjudication program manager with the Bureau of Land 
Management, a historical geographer, a past president of the Sons and Daughters of Oregon 
Pioneers, and a member of the Oregon-California Trails Association, I have a broad 
understanding and appreciation of utility corridors and cultural resource values.  I believe this 
relevant background gives credence to my objective statements in this response. 

 It is only natural and economical for utility corridors to follow the path of least physical 
resistance, just as transportation highway and railroad routes have been located with 
topography a major factor of consideration.  The difficulty with the B2H Project proposed route 
is not that it follows the most logical route, but that the route as proposed would severely 
interfere with the  public’s ability to view the relatively few remaining preserved sections of the 
historic Oregon Trail without the distraction of transmission lines and towers.  This is 
particularly true with the National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center at Flagstaff Hill.  I 
was fortunate to have personally participated in the grand opening of this exceptional historical 
facility in 1993 and experience the same extraordinary views and pristine wagon trail ruts 
observed by the Oregon pioneers more than 150 years ago. 
  
 The proposed transmission line would cross the Oregon Trail route eleven times.  It is 
critical that every effort be made to route the proposed transmission line out of view from the 
few remaining preserved segments of the Oregon Trail. 

 Thank you for the opportunity to express my views. 

Champ C. Vaughan 

I257a

I257b

I257c

I257d
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I258a

I258a

 Comment noted. Alternative analysis has been revised to include additional routes and 
variations resulting from the Draft EIS comment period. The colocation with existing utilities 
is given preference where feasible. Potential impacts to the scenic values of this area are 
addressed within the Visual Resources section (Section 3.2.12).

I258b

 Comment noted. The analysis for the Final EIS has been revised to include the number of 
raptor nests within 0.5 and 5 miles of all alternative routes. As described in Section 3.2.4.5 
in the Final EIS, the Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c mitigation 
measures to minimize impacts to raptors including spatial and seasonal restrictions for nesting 
raptors, a Plan of Development that includes a Biological Resources Conservation Plan, 
limiting new or improved accessibility to sensitive habitat, and avian-safe design standards.

I258c

 Analysis has been expanded to include alternative route variations with careful consideration 
of land status (including conservation areas).The impact on property rights will be carefully 
considered by Applicant, during micro-siting to minimize impacts to sensitive environmental 
resources, protection of farmlands, and critical management areas in conjunction with local, 
state and federal land use guidance. See Section 3.2.6 for further detail.

I258d
 A comprehensive mitigation approach was developed to reduce both direct and indirect 
impacts on National Trails including compensatory mitigation as directed by the Department of 
the Interior’s Landscape-Scale Mitigation Strategy.

I258e
 The impacts on the relevant and important values and management of the Ladd Marsh Wildlife 
Area will be disclosed in the EIS (refer to the Segment 2 discussion of Specially Designated 
Areas). Direct and indirect impacts on the Ladd Marsh Wildlife Area have been discussed.

I258f

 It is not BLM’s role or responsibility to verify an applicant’s interests and objectives for a 
proposed project. As a regulated utility, the need for transmission projects proposed by the 
Applicant is scrutinized and approved as appropriate by the Public Utilities Commission in 
each sta te. The Applicant’s goals and objectives for a project are outlined in their IRP, which is 
updated every two years and can be found at http://www.pacifi corp.com/es/irp.html. The BLM’s 
purpose and need is to respond to the application for right-of-way across lands it administers. 

The BLM understands the Applicant considered a range of technologies and has addressed 
such in their 2015 Integrated Resource Plan at http://www.pacifi corp.com/es/irp.html. The BLM 
considers the project description to refl ect the best available technologies and project needs. 
Furthermore, considering alternative forms of energy would not respond to BLM’s purpose 
and need to address the application in front of us for review. Moreover, analyzing such energy 
development as an alternative to the B2H Project would be remote and speculative.

March 15, 2015

Re: B2H

This letter is submitted in response to the proposed B2H Transmission Line Project. As a
concerned citizen of La Grande and a resident of Morgan Lake Estates, I find the proposed
Segment 9 EIS Preferred Route unacceptable. It defaces an historic landscape with its unsightly
presence to our view shed. More importantly, however, it would impact the Rocky Mountain
Elk population who consider that landscape “home”. During the breeding season, 800 to 1200
elk gather and rut on and around Cowboy Ridge the high ridge that divides Rock Creek and
Sheep Creek. Transmission Line Segment 9 (Proposed Route) subjects a large breeding
concentration of elk to the noise created by corona and electromagnetic fields of a 500 kW
transmission line.

The impact of Segment 9 also infringes on Migratory Birds and Raptors. Currently there is a Bald
Eagle Nest and Osprey nest that fledged young during 2014, within a half mile of the proposed
route. We need to be better caretakers of the world we live in and not make decisions at the
expense of other populations that do not have a voice.

Additionally, Segment 9 compromises the integrity of Twin Lake, by running transmission lines
within half a mile of this lake, which is registered as a Research Natural Area by the Oregon
Natural Heritage Program. This lowland pond supports an aquatic eco system that is unique in
the Blue Mountain Province.

Moreover, this route is within a half mile of the Oregon Trail ruts, which are protected by
Congress in the National Historic Trail Act. It is also in close proximity to the Ladd Marsh Wildlife
Management Area. This plan compromises protected lands and impacts our wildlife resources.
For these reasons, Segment 9 of the B2H Transmission Project is a bad plan.

Similarly, Segment 9A (the Glass Hill Alternative), although improving on some of the above
considerations, still impacts many of the above mentioned considerations.

Rather than forcing a square peg into a round hole, Idaho Power should be considering newer
technologies that take all of the above into consideration. As a private, for profit project
utilizing public lands, there should be significant respect and consideration given to the impact
of the project on wild habitat, protected environs, the effects of transmission lines on the health
and well being of our community.

Current and bleeding edge technology make high tension lines an obsolete choice and an
unjustified decision for the foreseeable future and for long term investment. Other alternatives
should be considered that harmonize with wild habitats and protected environs, while ensuring
sound business decisions that protect future generations from the fallout of poor choices made
for profit. Possible alternatives should include a distributed generation of power using locally
produced solar, wind, and fuel cell technologies that will carry us to the next generation. These
technologies are in practice and only need additional development and implementation to
provide a better alternative to unsightly transmission lines. An investment into localized power
production is an investment toward future trends.

I258b

I258c

I258d

I258e

I258f
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Debra Votaw and Merlyn Baker (cont.)I258

These concerned citizens respectfully requests serious consideration to a “No Action” choice for
the B2H Transmission Project until a proper analysis is done for alternate technologies that
would be more appropriate in protecting the planet that we call home.

Thank you for your consideration.

Debra S. Votaw and Merlyn E. Baker
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Kami WalbornI259

 I259a

 Adverse impacts to individual property owners will be carefully considered by the Applicant 
during micro-siting. The Applicant will negotiate with the owners of real property interests 
to ensure that, if any private property interests are impaired by the fi nal location, they are 
appropriately compensated.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 1:01 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Please look at a new way to run your power line. The path that you are 

going to fallow now is placed right over our 20 acres of land. We do not have a lot of land but 
have worked very hard to make it

Kami Walborn <kamilwalborn@yahoo.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102909
Please look at a new way to run your power line. The path that you are going to fallow now is placed right over our 20
acres of land. We do not have a lot of land but have worked very hard to make it out home. We have a family with
animals and a productive 17 acres. We recently installed a Pivot so that we can produce our farm land better. We have
hay and corn that we sale to help pay for our farm. 20 acres is not a lot of land but for us it is all we have. Your
projected 500 kW power line would effect us on s daily basis. And would bring down the value of our land. The noise
allow would effect out horse and dogs badly and our animals are our family! There is no way we could pet with them
anymore then we can pet with our own children so there is no option of not having them.

I259a
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Edward WalshI260

 I260a  Comments noted.I260a
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Edward Walsh (cont.)I260

I260b  Comment noted.I260b
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Frank WalterI261

I261a  I261a  Revised as suggested.

I261b

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project, Chapter 3 has 
been expanded to provide more description of the methods for used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach) and to provide more information 
about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on resources 
along each alternative route by segment. Further, Appendix C of the Final EIS is a Mitigation 
Framework.

I261c  Comment noted.

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 6:12 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Much of the NEPA documents lack citations to validate claims 

based on scientific evidence, specifically in the summary. Please provide citations so 
that readers may validate and/or understand claims.

Flag Status: Flagged

Frank Walter <fw33@nau.edu>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103368
Much of the NEPA documents lack citations to validate claims based on scientific evidence, specifically in the summary.
Please provide citations so that readers may validate and/or understand claims.

Greater Sage Grouse Habitat is known to occur in or near many areas of the project. Several documents provide
guidelines for habitat mitigation, however no specific, substantive plan exists. Please provide a substantive plan while
the public has significant involvement during the NEPA process.

Consider burying transmission lines in or adjacent to segments of primary Greater Sage Grouse habitat. The current EIS
rules out this option too generally without taking a hard look at specific, smaller segments. Additionally, consider
methods to deter birds of prey from using the transmission lines for perches.

Large portions of the planned construction follow historic trails. Consider reducing impact on historic trails. Possible
alternatives include locating infrastructure in less scenic and historic areas or nearer to existing transmission lines and
roadways.

I261b

I261c
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Lindsey WardI262

I262a  I262a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 3:33 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: I was born and raised on a cattle ranch in Morrow County for the first 

19 years of my life. Cattle ranching was my family's way of life and how we made a living. 
PLEASE consider the desires and ri

Lindsey Ward <lindseyhward@hotmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102926
I was born and raised on a cattle ranch in Morrow County for the first 19 years of my life. Cattle ranching was my
family's way of life and how we made a living. PLEASE consider the desires and rights of private property owner's before
making this decision. Many generations of family's have put years of blood, sweat, and tears to be able to raise their
family this way. Please don't make a hasty decision that could undo years of hard work and perseverance. Thank you!

Sincerely,
Lindsey H. Ward
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Adolph WeinkeI263

I263a

I263b

 I263a  Comment noted.

I263b

 The Applicant’s 2015 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), a long-term resource planning study, 
recently reaffi rmed that the B2H Project is essential to serving future growth in customer 
demand. Previous IRPs also identifi ed the need for this transmission line project, going back 
to the 2006 IRP. The 2015 IRP indicates the need of the B2H Project remains strong. When 
fi nished, the B2H Project would help provide low-cost energy to the Applicant’s customers 
in southern Idaho and eastern Oregon. The B2H Project also will interconnect with existing 
transmission systems owned by B2H Project partners Pacifi Corp and the Bonneville Power 
Administration, allowing greater amounts of electricity to move throughout the Pacifi c 
Northwest. This helps meet a regional need and provides benefi ts to the entire area, much 
of which is served, directly or indirectly, by those two providers. In addition, the B2H Project 
allows the Applicant to serve its growing load without building carbon-emitting resource.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: info@boardmantohemingway.com
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2015 11:44 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: FW: B2H DEIS Public Comment Period Closes March 19

From: AWEINKE [mailto:aweinke@centurytel.net]
Sent:Monday, March 09, 2015 9:55 AM
To: Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project
Subject: Re: B2H DEIS Public Comment Period Closes March 19

We personally do not have a problem with the concept of the high power transmission line, except we do believe every 
effort should be
made to NOT cross over productive ground and disrupt farming and irrigation activities.  Also, perhaps more information 
needs to be
available about how members of the communities would benefit in the long run from this enterprise.  

From: Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 5:06 PM 
To: ADOLPH
Subject: B2H DEIS Public Comment Period Closes March 19 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser  

Comment period closes March 19 
The 90-day public comment period for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission 

Line Project (B2H) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) will close on 

March 19, 2015. Please submit your comments by March 19 to be included in the 

project record. The online open house, which provides information complimenting 

review of the DEIS, will remain open through the end of the comment period. 

Right-click here to download pictures.  To help protect your privacy, Outlook prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

How to access the DEIS:

Right-click here to download pictures.  To help p ro tect your privacy, Outlook prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
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Adolph Weinke (cont.)I263

2

Download a copy at www.boardmantohemingway.com

Review a copy at a document viewing location

Submitting comments:

Website: www.boardmantohemingway.com

Online open house: b2hdeis.publicmeeting.info

Email: comment@boardmantohemingway.com

Send written comments: B2H Project, P.O. Box 655, Vale, OR 97918  

Comments must be postmarked by March 19, 2015 to be included in the 

project record  

What happens next? 
After March 19, the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) will compile and 

analyze all comments received during the comment period and prepare a response 

to comments tracking table. Comments will inform how the BLM proceeds through 

the final EIS process.  

Contact the project:
Phone: 307-775-6115 
Fax: 888-251-3129 
Email: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Mail: B2H Project, P.O. Box 655, Vale, OR 97918 

Tamara Gertsch, 
BLM National Project Manager 

Right-click here to download pictures.  To help protect your privacy, Outlook 
prevented au tomatic download  of this picture from the Internet.

Copyright © 2015 Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project, All rights reserved.
You are receiving this e-mail because you signed up for the project mailing list and/or have previously provided 
your contact information at a public meeting and/or through submittal of comments to the agencies and/or 
project proponent.  

Our mailing address is:
Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project  

Right-click here to download pictures.  To help protect your privacy, Outlook 
prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
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Adolph Weinke (cont.)I263

3

P.O. Box 655 
Vale, OR 97918 

Add us to your address book 

unsubscribe from this list    update subscription preferences   
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Danna WernerI264

 I264a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2015 7:35 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: go back to the drawing board.  My husband and I farmed for 32 years.

Destroying private land and peoples livelihood is just wrong.  Find a better way, your profit is 
not all that matters!!!!!

Danna werner <dceheidi@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102967
go back to the drawing board. My husband and I farmed for 32 years. Destroying private land and peoples livelihood is
just wrong. Find a better way, your profit is not all that matters!!!!!I264a
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Kenneth and Anita WestI265

 I265a

 A comparison of impacts on the National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center resulting 
from the different alternatives is described in the Final EIS. Additionally, a comprehensive 
mitigation approach was developed to reduce both direct and indirect impacts on National 
Trails including compensatory mitigation as directed by the Department of the Interior’s 
Landscape-Scale Mitigation Strategy.

I265a



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-477

Kristin WhiteidI266

 I266a

 The Timber Canyon Alternative was re-evaluated for the Final EIS to better identify potential 
impacts associated with this alternative. This route crosses mixed conifer forest, which is of 
particular concern for the Forest Service. The Forest Service expressed concern about loss 
of forested habitat (and associated effects on wildlife habitat and timber products. This route 
would require a forest plan amendment. In addition, this route is 19 miles longer than other 
routes in this segment. See Sections 2.1.1.3 (Recommended Route-Variation Options) and 
3.2.3, and 3.2.6 (Timber Management) for further detail.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Monday, February 02, 2015 3:48 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: The timber canyon alternative travels directly in line with my family's 

home. This property has been in my family for over 30 years. My husband and myself built 
our home with our own hands, with t

Kristin Whiteid <whiteidfamily@live.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/101569
The timber canyon alternative travels directly in line with my family's home. This property has been in my family for over
30 years. My husband and myself built our home with our own hands, with the intention of it being passed down to our
children and grandchildren. In reviewing the documents provided, I find it extremely deceptive that the photos show
property in the open, vast desert land rather than the timbered forest that my home is in. Decision makers should be
required to travel every inch of these routes so that they are fully informed of the true impact of their decisions. On my
end of this route, we have old growth forest that they would want to cut down, in order to put this atrocity in. Hundreds
of thousands of trees would be destroyed forever in the name of clean energy. I do not see where the logic in that is.

I266a
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M. Blaine and S. June WilberI267

 I267a  Comment noted.

I267b  Comments noted. 

I267a

I267b
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John WilliamsI268

 I268a

 Comment noted. If the alternative route is selected for construction, cultural resources would 
be evaluated and analyzed under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 
any adverse effects to cultural resources would need to be resolved per the Programmatic 
Agreement for the B2H Project.

Trail-associated cultural sites have been added to the analysis of effects on the Oregon NHT.

I268b

 Comment noted. If the alternative route is selected for construction, cultural resources would 
be evaluated and analyzed under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 
any adverse effects to cultural resources would need to be resolved per the Programmatic 
Agreement for the B2H Project.

Trail-associated cultural sites have been added to the analysis of effects on the Oregon NHT.

I268a

I268b
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John Williams (cont.)I268

I268c  Comment noted and comment enclosed was submitted by Battle Creek Outfi tters also.

I268d  Comment noted. Impacts from these KOPs have been re-analyzed for the Final EIS.

I268e

 Comment noted. The analysis for the Final EIS has been revised to include the number of 
raptor nests within 0.5 and 5 miles of all alternative routes. As described in Section 3.2.4.5 
in the Final EIS, the Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c mitigation 
measures to minimize impacts to raptors including spatial and seasonal restrictions for nesting 
raptors, a Plan of Development that includes a Biological Resources Conservation Plan, 
limiting new or improved accessibility to sensitive habitat, and avian-safe design standards. 

I268c

I268d

I268e
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John Williams (cont.)I268



ATTACHMENT

B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K9-482

John Williams (cont.)I268
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John Williams (cont.)I268
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John Williams (cont.)I268
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John Williams (cont.)I268
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Frances WilsonI269

 I269a  Comment noted.

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2015 12:24 AM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: The BLM and Idaho Power have come up with an unacceptable plan 

that affects not only the environment, but also many land owners. It is an area of fertile farm 
land.  Animals, both wildlife and domesti

Frances Wilson <530Rose@msn.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/102965
The BLM and Idaho Power have come up with an unacceptable plan that affects not only the environment, but also
many land owners. It is an area of fertile farm land. Animals, both wildlife and domestic, would be adversely affected by
living under the power lines that you are proposing. Families live here. They have children whose lives would also be
adversely affected by living under the power lines. If Idaho Power feels that it is necessary to move forward on this
transmission line project, I feel that the environment as well as health of humans and animals must be protected. I
don't feel that your current plan takes this seriously enough. I believe that you have attempted to mislead and
intimidate landowners that object to this plan. I BELIEVE IDAHO POWER HAS OTHER OPTIONS!

I269a
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John WintersI270

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2015 8:51 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Hello---I am in favor of using the alternative route in the Morgan Lake 

area,if it must run through this region. I and many others enjoy Morgan Lake Wildlife Refuge 
on an almost daily basis. I go ther

John Winters <wintersnd@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/96766
Hello I am in favor of using the alternative route in the Morgan Lake area,if it must run through this region. I and many
others enjoy Morgan Lake Wildlife Refuge on an almost daily basis. I go there for a break from everything man made.
The open natural landscape west of Morgan Lake is amazing. Also, there has been an active eagle's nest there in recent
years.

300261

Page 1 of 1

No response needed.
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Marcia WirthI271

 I271a  Comment noted.

I271b  Comment noted.

I271a

I271b
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Marcia Wirth (cont.)I271
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Marcia Wirth (cont.)I271
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Lesley WischmannI272

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Lesley Wischmann <lesleywisch@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 15, 2015 12:28 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: B2H comments
Attachments: Boardman to Hemingway LW2 comments.docx; Untitled attachment 00017.txt

To whom it may concern:

Attached you will find my personal comments regarding the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line DEIS. Thank you
for this opportunity to comment.
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Lesley Wischmann (cont.)I272

I272a
 I272a

 Comment noted.

Direct and indirect impacts on Oregon NHT were analyzed in the Final EIS. These impacts 
on the Oregon NHT and other resources were considered in the siting of the B2H Project 
alternatives, including new routes added based on comments received on the Draft EIS. The 
Cumulative Effects section (Section 3.3) was expanded to include effects from the B2H Project 
in consideration with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects along the high 
potential historic sites and segments to facilitate a more accurate acknowledgment of effects 
on the Oregon NHT. Impacts on the entire Oregon NHT would be beyond the scope of the 
B2H Project and the area impacts by the Project. Additionally, a comprehensive mitigation 
approach was developed to reduce both direct and indirect impacts on National Trails including 
compensatory mitigation as directed by the Department of the Interior’s Landscape-Scale 
Mitigation Strategy.

Re: Boardman to Hemingway Draft EIS Comments
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Lesley Wischmann (cont.)I272

I272b I272b

 A comparison of impacts on the National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center resulting 
from the different alternatives is described in the Final EIS. Additionally, a comprehensive 
mitigation approach was developed to reduce both direct and indirect impacts on National 
Trails including compensatory mitigation as directed by the Department of the Interior’s 
Landscape-Scale Mitigation Strategy.

I272c  The analysis in the Final EIS has been expanded to address potential effects on tourism.I272c
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Lesley Wischmann (cont.)I272

I272d  See response to comment I272e.

I272e

 Standard approaches to treatment identifi ed in the EIS focus on the avoidance or minimization 
of potential adverse effects resulting from the B2H Project. Once a route has been selected 
for construction, additional opportunities for avoidance or minimization of effects would be 
explored. Specifi c treatment measures for the mitigation of adverse residual effects would then 
be developed in consultation with the applicable state and federal agencies and consulting 
parties as required under the Programmatic Agreement for the B2H Project. These treatments 
would then be incorporated into the Historic Properties Management Plan and carried out 
during the mitigation phase of the B2H Project in consultation with the tribes and consulting 
parties.

I272f

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project, Chapter 3 has 
been expanded to provide more description of the methods for used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach) and to provide more information 
about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on resources 
along each alternative route by segment.

Once an alternative route is selected for construction, cultural resources will be evaluated and 
analyzed under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and any adverse effects 
to cultural resources would need to be resolved per the Programmatic Agreement for the B2H 
Project.

3.2.8.9 Mitigation Planning

mitigation
planning

not

I272e

I272d

I272f
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Lesley Wischmann (cont.)I272

I272g

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3. Colocation with existing utilities is given preference where feasible.

I272h

 In general, burying a transmission line could have greater environmental effects or would 
involve a “trade-off” of resource impacts. The BLM understands the Applicant considered 
a range of technologies and considers the project description to refl ect the best available 
technologies. Undergrounding the transmission line was considered and eliminated, as 
explained in Section 2.5.4.1 of the Final EIS. Multiple route alternatives that avoid this area 
considered; no additional route variations are warranted.

Chapter Two Comments:

2.3.2.1: Glass Hill Alternative

2.4.2.3 Bury the Transmission Line

I272f

I272g

I272h
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Lesley Wischmann (cont.)I272

I272i  Comment noted.

I272j  Burying the transmission line would result in increased impacts on multiple resources. Refer to 
Section 2.5.4.1 of the Final EIS.

minimization

Another Minimization Idea for the Flagstaff Hill area:

I272j

I272i
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Lesley Wischmann (cont.)I272

I272k  Comment noted.

I272l

 The Timber Canyon Alternative was re-evaluated for the Final EIS to better identify potential 
impacts associated with this alternative. This route crosses mixed conifer forest, which is of 
particular concern for the Forest Service. The Forest Service expressed concern about loss 
of forested habitat (and associated effects on wildlife habitat and timber products). This route 
would require a forest plan amendment. In addition, this route is 19 miles longer than other 
routes in this segment. See Section 2.1.1.3 (Recommended Route-Variation Options) for 
further detail.

I272m

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project, Chapter 3 
has been expanded to provide more description of the methods used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach) and to provide more information 
about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on resources 
along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-scale maps is 
provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on the resources 
along all of the alternative routes.

Making only minor alterations to well established steel-framed tower 
design, we have created a series of towers that are powerful, solemn and 
variable. These iconic pylon-figures will become monuments in the 
landscape. Seeing the pylon-figures will become an unforgettable 
experience, elevating the towers to something more than merely a 
functional design of necessity.

2.5.2 Agency Preferred Alternative

I272k

I272l

I272m
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Lesley Wischmann (cont.)I272

I272n

 Avoidance and/or minimization of impacts on archaeological and historic properties are 
addressed in the Final EIS; refer to Sections 2.3.4, 2.5, and 3.2.13 in the Final EIS. To 
minimize visual effects, design features have been proposed to reduce impacts. Refer to 
Section 3.2.12.

I272o  Commented noted; See response to comment I272e.

Chapter Three comments:

Can adverse effects on archaeological resources and historic
properties be avoided?

Can
adverse effects on archaeological resources and historic properties beminimized?

minimized

I272m

I272n

I272o
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Jill WyattI273

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: chrysalis <chrysalis@eoni.com>
Sent: Monday, March 09, 2015 9:26 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Boardman to Hemingway power transmission 

line project 

Sir/Madam,

I support Glass Hill Alternative Route for this transmission line to decrease the visual impact on the area around Morgan
lake and EOU's Rebarrow Research Forest.

Thank you

Jill Wyatt
905 Park St
Baker City, OR
97814

chrysalis@eoni.com

300344

Page 1 of 1
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David and Karen YeakleyI274

 I274a

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project, Chapter 3 
has been expanded to provide more description of the methods used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach) and to provide more information 
about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on resources 
along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-scale maps is 
provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on the resources 
along all of the alternative routes. The BLM believes the best available data are used in the 
analysis.

I274b

 Comment noted. In October 2015, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service announced that the listing 
the Greater Sage-Grouse was not warranted. Potential effects of the B2H Project on Greater 
Sage-Grouse are discussed in Section 3.2.4.5.

The Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c mitigation measures 
designed to minimize anticipated B2H Project effects to Greater Sage-Grouse, such as fl ight 
diverters and perch deterrents, preconstruction surveys, and seasonal and spatial restrictions. 
Additionally, compensatory mitigation will be implemented as needed to achieve a net 
conservation gain for Greater Sage-Grouse.

I274c
 Comment noted. The Final EIS analyzes B2H Project impacts on several vegetation 
communities across the entire Project. These vegetation communities would include monarch 
breeding habitat.

I274d

 Avoidance and/or minimization of impacts on water resources are addressed in the Final 
EIS. The Applicant has committed to several design features and site specifi c selective 
mitigation measures designed to avoid or reduce anticipated B2H Project effects. These 
mitigation measures have been considered as a requirement for construction, operation, and 
maintenance and will be transferred to the Plan of Development which will be a condition of the 
Record of Decision and a stipulation of the right-of-way grant. Refer to Section 3.2.2.4.

I274e

 Alternative analysis has been revised to refl ect comments on the Draft EIS. Aerial sprayers 
routinely operate near high-voltage power lines in agricultural areas throughout the county. The 
consideration of land use (including airports and airstrips) has been incorporated in to the new 
process for consideration of alternatives.

I274a

I274b

I274c

I274d

I274e
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David and Karen Yeakley (cont.)I274

I274f

 A comparison of impacts on the National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center resulting 
from the different alternatives is described in the Final EIS. Additionally, a comprehensive 
mitigation approach was developed to reduce both direct and indirect impacts on National 
Trails including compensatory mitigation as directed by the Department of the Interior’s 
Landscape-Scale Mitigation Strategy.

I274f
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Vivian ZikmundI275

 I275a  Comments noted. Colocation with existing utilities is given preference where feasible.

1

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 8:56 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: No long term benefits for Baker County.  The transmission 

contractors will bring in their own skilled people, and will leave Baker County as soon 
as the job is done. NO BENEFIT  There is already a pow

Flag Status: Flagged

Vivian Zikmund <vivianzikmund@gmail.com>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103277
No long term benefits for Baker County. The transmission contractors will bring in their own skilled people, and will
leave Baker County as soon as the job is done. NO BENEFIT There is already a power corridor established through
central Oregon. This corridor does not have the population, farming, or ranching communities as Eastern Oregon. The
proposed lines through Durkee are unacceptable for many reasons. 1. Noise from the lines are very disturbing. We do
not want it near our homes or animals. 2. There has been more studies done on how the lines are going to effect the
Sage Grouse , but long term studies have not been established on human beings. We believe health issues could result in
having these lines close to our homes and the food we grow to eat. 3.We believe Durkee was chose as an easy choice for
Idaho Power and other sites were overlooked. My choice for the line is the established corridor through central Oregon.

I275a
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